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Executive Summary 

On 9 June 2015, the Australian Medical Council, in collaboration with the Australian Pharmacy 

Council, the Australian Nursing and Midwifery Accreditation Council, and the Council on 

Chiropractic Education Australasia, held a workshop with the aim of improving delivery of 

coordinated interprofessional education between health professions in Australia. The workshop 

was held with support and input from the Health Professions Accreditation Councils Forum (the 

Forum).  

It brought together representatives of the regulated health professions’ national boards and 

accreditation authorities, as well as representatives of the Australian Health Practitioner Regulation 

Agency (AHPRA), self-regulating health professions, education providers, government health 

departments, health service executives, collaborative groups for interprofessional education, and 

academics working in the field.  

The workshop, titled “Collaborating for Patient Care - Interprofessional Learning for 

Interprofessional Practice” opened by looking at the health care changes driving the increasing 

need for team based care.  

With this practical grounding as context, the workshop then stepped through three main parts: 

 PART 1 – Identifying the Need for Interprofessional Practice and the Patients’ 
Perspective  

In Part 1, a presentation from the palliative care setting allowed participants to consider the 

importance of interprofessional practice for patient-centred care and the challenges in 

bringing together teams from several professions. 

 PART 2 – Discussion of Interprofessional Education – “More Than Just Timetabling” 

Following from examination of the skills required for professionals to work as part of an 

effective interprofessional team, the workshop considered interprofessional education and 

what is needed in education programs to underpin development of the required skill sets. 

This included examples of interprofessional programs from education providers, and 

consideration of interprofessional education models, the capabilities students should 

develop, as well as methods of evaluation and assessment.  

 PART 3 – Role of Accreditation 

The workshop then considered the current approach to accreditation and other possible 

ways accreditation bodies can support interprofessional education through their processes. 

This included a presentation by the Forum Chair, and small group deliberations, followed by 

examination through a panel discussion involving representatives of accreditation bodies, 

national boards, AHPRA, health services executives and representatives of jurisdictional 

health departments.  

On 10 June 2015 the outcomes of the workshop were taken to a joint meeting of the regulated 

health professions’ accreditation councils, national boards and AHPRA which discussed what the 

workshop outcomes could mean for accreditation processes. A closed meeting of the Forum then 

followed, where Members agreed immediate actions to be added to the Forum Work Plan to 

improve accreditation processes and better enable interprofessional education, while other more 

complex issues were highlighted for longer term focus.  
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Introduction and Context 

What is interprofessional education and why is it needed?  

According to the World Health Organization (WHO), “Interprofessional education occurs when two 

or more professions learn about, from and with each other to enable effective collaboration and 
improve health outcomes”1. While Workshop Facilitator Mr Kim Snowball recognised a number of 

alternative definitions exist that may be appropriate to different uses, he proposed and the 

participants accepted the WHO definition for the purposes of this workshop. 

There is now sufficient evidence to indicate that interprofessional education enables effective 

collaborative practice1, and it is gaining recognition as an important pedagogical approach for 

preparing students to work within collaborative interprofessional health care teams.  

The contemporary health workforce is providing health services in the face of increasingly complex 

health issues, and health systems and patients alike are experiencing substandard outcomes as a 

result of fragmented patient care. Interprofessional health professions education for 

interprofessional collaborative practice is gaining prominence as a means to combat these 

problems but there is a concern that there is a widening gap between health professions education 

and current and future practice needs.  The WHO Framework for Action on Interprofessional 

Education & Collaborative Practice details growing evidence of the need for effective collaborative 

team care by health care professionals to optimise outcomes for patients, and summarises the 

following research findings. 

Collaborative practice can improve: 

 access to and coordination of health services 

 appropriate use of specialist clinical resources  

 health outcomes for people with chronic diseases 

 patient care and safety. 

Collaborative practice can decrease:  

 total patient complications 

 length of hospital stay 

 tension and conflict among caregivers 

 staff turnover 

 hospital admissions 

 clinical error rates 

 mortality rates. 

In community mental health settings collaborative practice can: 

 increase patient and carer satisfaction 

 promote greater acceptance of treatment 

 reduce duration of treatment 

 reduce cost of care  

 reduce incidence of suicide 

                                                        
 
 
1 World Health Organization, (2010) Framework for action on interprofessional education and collaborative 

practice. Geneva: WHO Press. Accessed 5 January 2016 at: 
http://www.who.int/hrh/resources/framework_action/en/ 

http://www.who.int/hrh/resources/framework_action/en/index.html
http://www.who.int/hrh/resources/framework_action/en/index.html
http://www.who.int/hrh/resources/framework_action/en/
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 increase treatment for psychiatric disorders 

 reduce outpatient visits. 

 

Australia’s regulatory framework for health professionals 

The National Registration and Accreditation Scheme (the National Scheme) came into law in 2010. 

It was enacted through the states and territories enacting the Health Practitioner National Law Act 

2009 (the National Law).   

The National Scheme oversees the accreditation and registration of more than 619,500 health 

professionals from the 14 regulated health professions2. For each profession there is a national 

board with the main purpose of protecting the public by registering only suitability qualified, safe 

and competent practitioners.  

The 14 professions included in the National Scheme are: Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

health practice; Chinese medicine; chiropractic; dentistry; medicine; medical radiation practice; 

nursing and midwifery; occupational therapy; optometry; osteopathy; pharmacy; physiotherapy; 

podiatry and psychology.  

 

Accreditation processes 

Under the National Law, an accreditation authority has been appointed for each regulated health 

profession.  Accreditation functions under the National Law include: 

a) developing accreditation standards for approval by a national board; or 
b) assessing programs of study, and the education providers that provide the programs 

of study, to determine whether the programs meet approved accreditation 
standards; or 

c) assessing authorities in other countries who conduct examinations for registration in 
a health profession, or accredit programs of study relevant to registration in a health 
profession, to decide whether persons who successfully complete the examinations 
or programs of study conducted or accredited by the authorities have the 
knowledge, clinical skills and professional attributes necessary to practise the 
profession in Australia; or 

d) overseeing the assessment of the knowledge, clinical skills and professional 
attributes of overseas qualified health practitioners who are seeking registration in a 
health profession under this Law and whose qualifications are not approved 
qualifications for the health profession; or 

e) making recommendations and giving advice to a national board about a matter 
referred to in paragraph (a), (b), (c) or (d). 

The National Law empowers the relevant national board to decide whether the accreditation 

functions will be carried out by an external accreditation entity, or a committee established by the 

board (section 43). Profession-specific accreditation committees have been established for three of 

the regulated health professions, namely Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander health practice; 

Chinese medicine; and medical radiation practice.  

For all of the other regulated health professions, external accreditation authorities have been 

assigned to undertake the accreditation function.  In 2012, the national boards and the Australian 

                                                        
 
 
2
 Australian Health Ministers’ Advisory Council, (2015). Independent Review of the National Registration and 

Accreditation Scheme for health professionals. Accessed 5 January 2016 at: 
http://www.coaghealthcouncil.gov.au/Projects/NRAS/ArtMID/524/ArticleID/68/The-Independent-Review-of-the-
National-Registration-and-Accreditation-Scheme-for-health-professionals 
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Health Practitioner Regulation Agency (AHPRA) reviewed the performance of each of these 

accreditation authorities against the domains of the Quality Framework for the Accreditation 

Function3 to inform the decisions on how to continue to implement the accreditation function under 

the National Law. Following this review process, all of the current profession-specific accreditation 

authorities were re-assigned responsibility for the accreditation function for their respective 

profession.  

 

The Forum 

The Health Professions Accreditation Councils’ Forum (‘the Forum’) is a coalition of the 

independent accreditation entities (otherwise referred to as Accreditation Councils). The Forum 

comprises:  

 Australian Dental Council  

 Australian Medical Council  

 Australian Nursing and Midwifery Accreditation Council  

 Australian Pharmacy Council  

 Australian Physiotherapy Council  

 Australian Psychology Accreditation Council  

 Australasian Osteopathic Accreditation Council  

 Australian and New Zealand Podiatry Accreditation Council  

 Council on Chiropractic Education Australasia  

 Optometry Council of Australia and New Zealand 

 Occupational Therapy Council (Australia and New Zealand) Ltd  

The Forum has been meeting regularly since 2007 to consider matters of common interest, 

principally matters concerning the accreditation of education and training programs in the health 

professions. 

 

Why hold a workshop? 

Within the regulatory framework underpinning the Australian health system, interprofessional 

education is seen by many as an area where accreditation bodies have particular legitimacy and 

leverage to influence change and bring about improvements.  

Reflecting this view, in 2012 when each accreditation authority was reassigned to a new term 

implementing the accreditation function for their profession, in addition to the objectives and 

guiding principles of the National Law they were also asked to consider: 

1. opportunities to increase cross-profession collaboration and innovation and maximise 

efficiencies 

2. opportunities to facilitate and support interprofessional learning 

3. opportunities to encourage use of simulated learning environments where appropriate. 

These considerations reflect issues identified by the Health Workforce Principal Committee and 

Health Workforce Australia in their response to the invitation to make submissions during the 

review of the accreditation arrangements for each profession.   

                                                        
 
 
3
 Forum of Australian Health Professions Councils and Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency (2012) 

Quality Framework for the Accreditation Function. Accessed 18 July 2013 at: 
https://www.ahpra.gov.au/Publications/Accreditation-publications.aspx 

https://www.ahpra.gov.au/Publications/Accreditation-publications.aspx
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At the time of the workshop the accreditation standards of many of the accreditation councils 

included standards and/or graduate outcome statements relating to interprofessional education. 

For example: 

 The accreditation standards for pharmacy degree programs include the Learning Domain 5; 
Health care systems and the roles of professionals with an element describing 
interprofessional communication, teamwork and collaborative decision-making; and 

 The accreditation standards for primary medical programs require: 

o As a graduate outcome:  “Describe and respect the roles and expertise of other 
health care professionals, and demonstrate ability to learn and work effectively as a 
member of an interprofessional team or other professional group.”, and 

o As a teaching and learning standard:  “The medical program ensures that students 
work with, and learn from and about other health professionals, including 
experience working and learning in interprofessional teams.” 

Through the Forum, the accreditation authorities have discussed jointly their response to the 

interprofessional education issues. Beyond accreditation authorities amending the standards for 

their individual profession, it was thought it would be of value to further explore a common 

understanding of what is meant by interprofessional education, consider models for effective 

interprofessional education and assessment, and examine how accreditation authorities can 

enable interprofessional learning that supports interprofessional practice.  

A workshop planning group, comprised of the Australian Medical Council, the Australian Pharmacy 

Council, the Australian Nursing and Midwifery Accreditation Council and the Council on 

Chiropractic Education Australasia agreed to develop plans for a workshop with input from Forum 

members and researchers in the interprofessional education field. 

It was hoped the workshop would inform new strategies for furthering interprofessional education in 

Australia and articulate the possible role that accreditation can play in the process of improving the 

delivery of fit for purpose interprofessional health professional education and the assessment of 

the quality of that education. 
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Workshop Proceedings 

Workshop scope 

With the impetus for this workshop being the growing expectation that appropriate interprofessional 

education could be better enabled through accreditation processes, it was important to limit the 

primary focus to issues where accreditation has leverage and closely related matters, but leave 

more in-depth discussions of definitions and barriers upon which accreditation has no influence to 

one side.  

While the legislated accreditation processes of the regulated health professions was at the centre 

of workshop discussions, given many health professions that are not regulated under the National 

Registration and Accreditation Scheme are vital in collaborative team health care centred on 

patient needs, the self-regulated health professions were included in the workshop.   

 

Outcomes sought 

The workshop’s intent was to explore a common understanding of what is meant by 

interprofessional education, present and discuss examples of good interprofessional education and 

assessment, and examine any implications for accreditation functions, with the aim of improving 

delivery of coordinated interprofessional education between health professions in Australia.   

Outcomes sought from the workshop included to: 

 Support health profession collaboration for patient care through raised awareness of 
interprofessional practice and  interprofessional health education in Australia;  

 Consider learning outcomes of interprofessional education and what makes for success in 
interprofessional education;  

 Explore how accreditation authorities can support interprofessional education;  

 Improve understanding of contributing organisations’ roles in delivery, standards setting 
and regulation of responsible, flexible and innovative health profession education; 

 Contribute to improved collaboration on and coordination of interprofessional education 
through opportunities for networking and sharing good practice;  

 Determine measurable goals and propose strategies for national boards, accreditation 
councils, education providers and health service providers to support interprofessional 
education (an interprofessional action plan). 

 

Participants 

The workshop brought together representatives of: 

 Accreditation councils and committees 

 National boards 

 Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency   

 Health education providers and Universities Australia  

 National Alliance of Self-Regulating Health Professions 

 Commonwealth, State and Territory health departments  

 Health service executives  
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 The Interprofessional Curriculum Renewal Consortium, the Australasian Interprofessional 
Practice and Education Network, and the Australia and New Zealand Association for Health 
Professional Educators 

 Academics working in the field of interprofessional education  

The workshop was facilitated by Mr Kim Snowball of Healthfix Consulting.  

 

Background material 

A workshop webpage on the AMC website was published with supporting information prior to the 

workshop. The webpage provided background documents as suggested pre-reading. A list of 

these documents, (including some internet links), is provided at Attachment 1. Two of the 

background document central to the workshop discussions were also provided to participants in 

hard copy to refer to if needed during the workshop. These documents were: 

 Accreditation Under The Health Practitioner Regulation National Law Act (2011); and 

 Collaborating across boundaries - A framework for an integrated interprofessional 
curriculum (Mar 2015). 

 

Workshop sessions 

The workshop program can be found at Attachment 2. Biographies for the workshop facilitator and 

each of the presenters and panel members are at Attachment 3. 

Following an introductory context setting session, the workshop was broken into three main Parts, 

which involved presentations and an opportunity for participants to examine the issues further and 

provide their insight through various forms of discursive activity, as described below.   

 

Opening and context setting 

Mr Kim Snowball - Independent Reviewer of NRAS, and Ms Bronwyn Nardi – Health 
Workforce Principal Committee (HWPC) 

The workshop opened with a combined presentation by workshop facilitator Mr Kim Snowball, who 

described relevant aspects of the recent Independent Review of the NRAS, and Ms Bronwyn Nardi 

who, as a Member of the Health Workforce Principal Committee, was able to describe how the 

changing landscape of the health system is increasing the need for team based care. 

On the basis of stakeholder feedback received as part of the Independent Review Mr Snowball 

observed that the Australian health care system might be characterised as operating in silos, and 

that the professional divisions that currently exist can put patient interests second. He made the 

point that if health professionals continue to be educated and trained separately from one another, 

it is an unreasonable expectation that they will operate as an effective team when they graduate.  

Mr Snowball and Ms Nardi discussed the nature of health care demand into the future. Considering 

Australia’s aging population and resulting chronic illness burden there will be a heightened need for 

health professionals to work in teams to meet care expectations. An important message from Mr 

Snowball and Ms Nardi’s discussion of evolving health sector needs was that workforce reform 

must involve all sectors involved in preparing and supporting future health professionals. 

Regulators, accreditors, educators, health services executives and government all need to 

recognise their collective responsibility for progress on the issue of interprofessional education. 
The slides from Mr Snowball and Ms Nardi’s joint presentation are provided at Attachment 4A.  
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Part 1 – Identifying the Need for interprofessional practice and the patients’ perspective 

To ground the workshop in the realities of complex health care needs, Part 1 opened by looking at 

an example of interprofessional practice. Dr Peter Sherwen and Dr Di Clifton of St Vincent’s 

Melbourne Palliative Care Services described their experience working in a multiprofession care 

team and the challenges encountered in bringing together teams from several professions. The 

team they work in involves doctors, ward nurses, psychiatrists, psychologists, physiotherapists, 

occupational therapists, pastoral care workers, social workers, research nurses, admissions triage 

nurses, and occasional attendees such as General Practitioners, music & art therapists and 

professional students. 

Examples were given of individual patients with challenges very specific to their circumstances and 

their degree of acceptance of their terminal course, who required engagement with professions in 

accordance with their attitude at different stages of illness. Practical methods for keeping multi-

profession teams engaged and informed were described, such as a weekly review of deaths and 

discharges, where reports are given by any team members about previously discharged patients. 

Also undertaken is a review of each current inpatient, that is chaired by a doctor but requires input 

from all disciplines who have involvement with that patient. Other methods used for teaching and 

learning from each other include: 

 bed-side teaching involving medical students, junior doctors, pharmacists, and nurses; 

 tutorials – junior doctors, medical students, nurses; 

 staff reflection sessions around a theme; and  

 interprofessional Grand Rounds, where all involved in the care of patients are welcome. 

It was commented that the interprofessional nature of their team work is particularly important for 

ensuring coordinated patient care and to ensure that consistent messages are given to patients 

and families regarding the goals of care. It is also vital to use the opportunity to seek opinions, 

learn from other disciplines and make referrals to other disciplines and build a holistic view of the 

patient and their family.  Dr Sherwen and Dr Clifton’s presentation slides are available at 

Attachment 4B. 

Plenary discussion  

Mr Snowball led consideration of the presentations through a whole workshop discussion of the 

key principles required for successfully meeting patients’ needs with a multiprofession care team, 

covering:  

 the outcome of interprofessional practice and what it means for the patient; 

 the patient’s expectation of their health professionals; 

 the role of the health care team, and understanding and recognising other members of the 
team; 

 important skills for interprofessional practice and the particular challenges in bringing 
together teams from several professions; 

 how well the current system is preparing practitioners for this team work environment, and 
what would be required in education programs to underpin development of the required 
skills. 

This session provided workshop participants with an understanding of why interprofessional teams 

are important for delivering good care outcomes centred on the needs of individual patients, and 

set the scene for the workshop to consider what improvements might be required in education to 

give professionals the skillsets to underpin this key interprofessional work requirement. From 

discussions it was apparent there was general acceptance that, out of necessity, professionals 

need to work in teams to provide the expected level of care to their patients.   
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Part 2 – Discussion of interprofessional education – “more than just timetabling” 

In Part 2 of the workshop there were presentations on evaluation frameworks, competencies and 
assessment of interprofessional education, followed by examples from institutions already offering 
interprofessional education as examples of recognised good practice. 

 
Professor Maree O’Keefe, University of Adelaide 

 
Internationally there are a number of sets of core competencies for health professions programs to 
prepare clinicians for interprofessional collaborative practice. Some go on to recommend learning 
experiences and educational strategies for achieving the competencies and related objectives. 
 
Professor Maree O’Keefe, University of Adelaide, described her work completed in a National 
Teaching Fellowship, Collaborating across boundaries: A framework for an integrated 
interprofessional curriculum. This project included analysis of: 

 Commonly used interprofessional education models; 

 Evaluation of interprofessional learning models; 

 Interprofessional learning competencies; and  

 Challenges for delivering successful interprofessional education.  

Professor O’Keefe has developed a series of interprofessional competencies as an extension to 
her March 2015 report4, and these are presented in a final extension report5. The competencies 

were presented to the workshop for consideration, and are as follows.  

On completion of their program of study, graduates of any professional entry level health care 

degree will be able to:  

 Explain interprofessional practice to patients, clients, families and other professionals  

 Describe the areas of practice of other health professions  

 Express professional opinions competently, confidently, and respectfully avoiding 
discipline specific language  

 Plan patient/client care goals and priorities with involvement of other health 
professionals  

 Identify opportunities to enhance the care of patients/clients through the involvement of 
other health professionals  

 Recognise and resolve disagreements in relation to patient care that arise from different 
disciplinary perspectives  

 Critically evaluate protocols and practices in relation to interprofessional practice  

 Give timely, sensitive, instructive feedback to colleagues from other professions, and 
respond respectfully to feedback from these colleagues  

 

                                                        
 
 
4 

O’Keeffe, M. (2015) Collaborating across boundaries - A framework for an integrated interprofessional 

curriculum. Australian Government Office for Learning and Teaching. Accessed on 11 January 2016 at: 
https://digital.library.adelaide.edu.au/dspace/bitstream/2440/94298/3/hdl_94298.pdf 
5 O’Keefe, M., Henderson, A., and Chick, R. (2015) Developing sustainable and embedded interprofessional 
education: threshold learning outcomes as a potential pathway.  National Teaching Fellowship, The University of 
Adelaide, Australia. Accessed on 15 January 2016 at: 
https://digital.library.adelaide.edu.au/dspace/bitstream/2440/94290/3/hdl_94290.pdf 
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Some of the major points to be garnered from Professor O’Keefe’s presentation were that: 

 there is a difference between teaching interprofessional competencies and simply teaching 
other curriculum aspects in an interprofessional setting; 

 interprofessional education need not need be elaborate and expensive; 

 most institutions are already doing some form of interprofessional education, but may not 
recognise it;  

 there are evaluation frameworks and testable competencies already available to educators 
and accreditors that may be useful; and 

 there needs to be a core set of interprofessional competencies for all health profession 
program graduates. For example as a member of a team, describe what the team does as 
opposed to what the individuals’ role is. Professor O’Keefe’s presentation can be found at 
Attachment 4C.  

 
Professor Jill Thistlethwaite - Health Professions Education Consultant 

As a logical next step from the points raised by Professor O’Keefe, Health Professions Education 
Consultant Professor Jill Thistlethwaite gave a presentation describing assessment of 
interprofessional learning. This elaborated on the purpose and particular challenges in assessment 
of interprofessional learning competencies. Professor Thistlethwaite discussed many of the major 
considerations relevant to educators in designing interprofessional education programs and for 
accreditors in assessing them, including:  

 that in a large percentage of cases students are not currently assessed following 
interprofessional education activities in their coursework;  

 the theory behind the utility of  assessment; 

 assessment formats and methods available to educators; 

 the issue of individual vs team assessment; and  

 the practical feasibility considerations that must be managed.  

Professor Thistlethwaite’s presentation slides can be found at Attachment 4D. 

 
Examples of two existing interprofessional education programs followed, with presentations from 
the health education sector describing: 

 program management and evaluation; 

 challenges and approaches to overcome them; and 

 interaction with accreditation authorities or health services.  

 
Ms Maureen McDonald - Auckland University 

Ms Maureen McDonald presented on Auckland University’s extensive interprofessional health 
education program, covering their quality and safety workshop, Māori health intensive week, the 
ward simulation unit for clinical skills held in final year, and the rural health interprofessional 
immersion program. She outlined the many interprofessional activities within each of the program 
components and the particular challenges experienced, such as those related to scheduling and 
managing a large student body and the difficulties experienced in attracting adequate funding for 
these sorts of activities as compared to the more conventional course components. Ms McDonald’s 

presentation slides can be viewed at Attachment 6E. 
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Professor Gary Rogers - Griffith University 

A further impressive example of an innovative interprofessional education program was presented 
by Professor Gary Rogers of Griffith University. In his presentation Professor Rogers mentioned 
common arguments that can impact interprofessional education program design, such as whether 
it should occur early in the program, before students are acculturated within their own profession 
and possibly before they have adopted stereotype thinking regarding other professions, or if it 
should occur later so that students have a sense of their own professional identity and can make 
more sense of the interprofessional experiences.  

Professor Rogers outlined the process followed in the development of Griffith’s interprofessional 

education framework, its aims, the threshold learning outcomes they have devised, and he 

explained the program’s ‘three-phase pedagogy’ - Phase I: Health professions literacy; Phase II: 

Simulated interprofessional practice experience; and Phase III: Real patient or client care  

interprofessional practice experience. 

Professor Rogers’ presentation also reflected on experience with accreditation assessments. 

These points, as listed below, were used for guiding further discussion later in the workshop: 

 Accreditation requirements are often raised by Program Directors as a perceived barrier to 
involving their students in interprofessional learning activities – this discourse needs to 
change 

 Transprofessional supervision within interprofessional placements appears to be 
discouraged by some accreditation bodies – leaves the impression of professional tribalism 

 High quality simulation can provide experiential learning opportunities that are superior to 
traditional clinical placement in some ways and certainly complement it – some bodies 
need to adjust their placement requirements to recognise this 

 Many professions have had standards about IPE for some time but these have been very 
variably enforced. 

Professor Rogers’ presentation slides can be viewed at Attachment 4F. 

 

Part 3 – Role of Accreditation  

Part 3 of the workshop considered the question, “With what we understand to be key requirements 
of good interprofessional education, how can accreditation processes promote interprofessional 
education?”  
 

Professor Mike Morgan – Forum Chair 

To better inform discussion, Health Professions Accreditation Councils’ Forum Chair Professor 

Mike Morgan gave a brief introduction to explain the structure of the NRAS, the purpose of the 

Forum, and the role and existing processes of accreditation authorities. 

He described how accreditation processes and standards currently approach interprofessional 

education, as well as the constraints on accreditation bodies, and their willingness to work with 

others to explore other options. Professor Morgan mentioned the continuing trend towards 

accreditation standards focussed on outcomes, not just process and inputs, and it was emphasised 

that accreditation certainly has a role in enabling interprofessional education but cannot in isolation 

drive improvements. 

Professor Morgan raised some questions with regard to the role of accreditation standards, for 

further consideration in workshop deliberations, including: 

 Should there be an accreditation standard for interprofessional education? 

o threshold levels for best practice? 

o what other areas of education should have a specific standard? 
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 Should the standard be common across accrediting councils? 

Professor Morgan‘s presentation slides are at Attachment 4G. 

 
Small group deliberations 

Individual table groups were then asked to consider the roles of accreditation authorities, national 

boards and education providers in enabling good practice, and describe what they see as the three 

primary roles for each agency to support interprofessional education and practice through 

accreditation processes.  

Opinions were also sought on how interprofessional competencies might be assessed and what 

accreditation authorities should be expecting and assessing in interprofessional education, using 

the program examples presented earlier as a basis for discussion.  

In addition to these questions it was suggested that participants consider: 

 whether they were in favour of accreditation authorities adopting a common definition of 
interprofessional education, such as that of the WHO;  

 whether they were in favour of accreditation authorities adopting common interprofessional 
education competencies such as those presented by Professor O’Keefe; and  

 the specific issues Professor Rogers raised from his experience with accreditation 
processes and make suggestions for addressing them. 

For each table a scribe volunteered to record dot-points in relation to the issues discussed. The 

themes, action priorities and other issues discussed included:   

Broad and general consensus to move towards planned and organised interprofessional 
practice and interprofessional education 

 Tables all recognised interprofessional practice represents a key requirement of 
contemporary patient care and must become a part of standard practitioner training.  
 

Support for agreed definition, standard and competencies 

 Generally very supportive of developing a shared interprofessional education standard and 
competencies, and in-principle agreement to considering the WHO definition and the 
competencies presented to the workshop as a starting point for discussion.  

 These factors are seen as important for clarity on what is core to interprofessional 
education and promote consistent expectations and understanding. 

 Some participants suggested threshold standard/competencies only, believing anything 
beyond a ‘hurdle’ requirement would be impractical. 

 There was some discussion of whether instead of an individual standard, an agreed 
interprofessional education principle could be integrated in all other standards. 

 Accreditation standards and processes need buy-in from professions, to address tribalism 
and accreditation councils need to take the lead in working with professional groups to 
engage support. 

 It was commented that interprofessional competencies are a subset of patient safety and 
quality guidelines. 

 

Need for regulators to clearly signal their support for interprofessional practice and 
education 

 Implementation should be supported by clear messages of support: from national boards to 
accreditation authorities, and in turn from accreditation authorities to education providers. 

 Reinforce this message within accreditation teams and committees to ensure they reflect 
this leadership. 

 This is necessary to provide permission to innovate. 
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 Early adopters/champions should be highlighted. 

 
Outcome based standards, where appropriate 

 The majority of participants agreed that outcome-focussed accreditation standards allow 
flexibility in delivery, including for interprofessional education, while others felt in certain 
instances there is a reasonable rationale for prescribing inputs. 

 An outcome focus supports education providers’ scope to innovate. 

 Where prescriptive accreditation requirements have been developed with the professions 
and education providers, change will have to be done jointly and with their input and that of 
the national boards. 

 Some differences between professions will continue to be needed.  

 One size will not fit all - Complexities in different disciplines and universities’ set-up mean 
delivering interprofessional education is complex but it is possible. 

 Since national boards approve accreditation standards and develop registration standards, 
their input and cooperation is needed to move towards outcome focussed standards.  

 
The health care practice ‘test’   

 Standards must work in rural and remote setting for them to be appropriate. 

 Ensure education focus does not shift too far from the reality of practice and recognise that 
the scope of interprofessional practice is not limited to the hospital setting. 

 Be mindful of the possible forms of cross-profession collaboration– email, phone, letters as 
well as face to face. 

 
Cross-profession supervision  

 Ensure standards allow for cross-profession supervision (and also within the health service) 
in appropriate circumstances. 

 Cross-profession mentoring may also achieve the desired aims. 

 
Continuum from undergraduate to postgraduate and later practice 

 Interprofessional education is not effective if it is only a focus during undergraduate study - 
influencing new graduate practice is very important for delivering a real return.  

 Barriers lie in the clinical placement setting and the workplace setting - education models 
are limited by placements currently available. 

 Lifelong interprofessional education – Continuing Professional Development should also be 
a focus (and could be an issue for national boards where poor communication by and 
between practitioners lead to notifications). 

 Interprofessional education should be included in health service Key Performance 
Indicators and reported against. 

 Interprofessional practice is required to make education meaningful. NRAS encompasses 
postgraduates and continued learning and development. 

 Placements involving another profession was suggested by many, including shadowing and 
pairing with other professions. 

 Suggestion to aim for one placement for each graduate within another professional setting. 

 There is a need to encourage close relationships between universities and clinical sites. 

 Interaction in the field with other professions requires assessable outcomes. 

 For many professions there is currently not a focus on quality through accreditation of 
postgraduate training. This should increase and include interprofessional education. 
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Simulation  

 Broadly seen as offering increasing promise in new education environments, and was 
supported by virtually all groups.  

 
Cross-profession assessment processes  

 Accreditation teams could include other professions. 

 The comment was made that six of the eight competencies presented to the workshop are 
behavioural rather than clinical and could be readily assessed by other professions. 

 Cross profession dialogue is important and the Forum, its Accreditation Managers’ Sub-
Committee, and the Accreditation Liaison Group are possible vehicles.   

 Accreditation authorities should consider accrediting interprofessionally where common 
university policies apply. We need to identify these areas and trust each other to be the 
lead reviewer on appropriate aspects of assessments.  

 
Funding models 

 Some barriers to interprofessional education and joint processes are built into the NRAS 
structure and legislature. 

 Universities can experience difficulties initiating interprofessional education due to 
segmented funding structures between faculties. 

 
Overseas trained practitioners 

 Assessment of overseas trained practitioners does not currently consider interprofessional 

competencies. This should be considered jointly with accreditation processes. 
 

Communication 

 Establish and maintain a structure to advance interprofessional education issues, keep 
attendees informed of progress and an open dialogue with higher education. 

 

Panel discussion  

Following the small group deliberations and a break for continued informal discussions, a panel 

discussion to consider the current approach and other possible ways accreditation bodies can 

support interprofessional education through existing processes was held.  

Panel members represented the various bodies relevant to this discussion as follows: 

 Accreditation authorities /national boards /Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency 

o A/Associate Professor Debra Rowett PSM, President, Australian Pharmacy Council 

o Dr Fiona Joske, Medical Board of Australia  

o Dr Gerard Condon, Dental Board of Australia 

o Mr Martin Fletcher, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Health Practitioner Regulation 
Agency  

 Education 

o Professor Lisa Nissen, Head of the School of Clinical Sciences, Queensland University 
of Technology 

o Associate Professor Christine Jorm, Associate Dean (Professionalism), Sydney Medical 
School, the University of Sydney 

 Jurisdiction Health Department 

o Ms Bronwyn Nardi, Senior Director, Policy and Clinician Engagement, Queensland 
Health, and Member of the Health Workforce Principal Committee 
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 Health Service Executives 

o Mr Matthew Johnson, Director of Clinical Education, Cabrini Hospital 

Each panel member was introduced and asked to address a number of questions, before broader 
discussion and questions from other workshop participants. The questions the panel addressed 
were: 
 
1. From what we have heard today, is there ‘enough consensus’ for Australia to pursue 

interprofessional education and training as a basic principle in the design and delivery 
of health education and training programs? 

 

 Panel members were in general agreement that there is ‘enough consensus’ to pursue 
improved interprofessional education in training programs, with some stating that 
progressing this issue is a core rather that a discretionary agenda. A number of times it was 
commented that accreditation standards can be a leaver for positive change in this area. 

 There was however debate as to where efforts should be best directed: 

o While some of the panel commented on the importance of early interprofessional 
education at university, others felt that resources would be better directed at 
influencing new graduate practice in the workplace, rather than primarily at the 
student experience.  

o It was commented that where interprofessional education exists at university level 
this often fails to be reflected in clinical placements and workplace settings, as there 
are insufficient placements that have appropriate models for delivering the desired 
education. Some of the panel felt universities are educating well but this learning 
was not being cemented in placements, which is where contextualising and role 
modelling occur. As such, it was suggested that accreditation authorities focus more 
on the clinical settings and postgraduate space. 

o Most agreed interprofessional education should be looked at as career continuum 
issue, from undergraduate, postgraduate and throughout clinical practice as part of 
continuing professional development.  

 It was commented that grappling with these sorts of challenging cross-profession issues is 
central to the business of the NRAS, which provides a national platform for dialogue to take 
the workforce agenda forward. The Forum and ALG were seen as successful examples of 
cross profession dialogue. 

 

2. What needs to change to support and promote interprofessional education and 
interprofessional practice? Members to consider this from the perspective of: 

o Universities 

o Boards 

o Accreditation authorities 

o Health service 

o Professions 

 With reference to the discussion about whether interprofessional education is adequately 
reflected in graduate experience, the panel made some suggestions for changes including: 

o Providing greater flexibility to allow for cross-profession supervision in appropriate 
circumstances, requiring the cooperation of accreditation authorities, national 
boards, education providers and health services; and 

o Where possible, new graduates should be ensured at least one placement within 
another professional setting. For instance, physiotherapists could spend a week on 
wards ‘shadowing’ a nurse.  
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 Where a shortage of appropriate clinical placements is seen as a barrier, 
one panel member suggested offering students international clinical 
placements to gain greater practical experience working in teams.   

 An increase in the use of simulation was suggested by the panel as a mechanism that 
shows promise for enhancing interprofessional education and suggested it should be 
enabled through accreditation, beginning with identifying any standards that unnecessarily 
present barriers to its use and addressing these.   

 The panel was supportive of continuing the move towards outcome focused accreditation 
standards so as to support for flexibility in education delivery. 

 In terms of implementing change the point was made that the issues to consider should 
include capability (it is one thing to have a standard, but another thing to implement it), 
scalability (whether this can be taken to the scale required with the existing resource 
constraints) and transferability (taking this learning into health systems).  

 Affording education providers permission to innovate through clear and consistent 
messaging and decision making by regulators was seen as important.  

At this point, Professor Rogers was also asked for his views. He agreed that education 
providers are hesitant to attempt innovation if they are uncertain about how accreditation 
authorities will respond as universities risk losing existing accreditation if their programs 
change. He also mentioned difficulties and reluctance to attempt changing programs following 
past inflexible accreditation processes for some professions. 

 

3. Would it be appropriate for accreditation authorities to support a single 
interprofessional education definition, for instance that of the WHO?; and  

4. Discuss what interprofessional skills graduates should have and whether there is 
agreement with adopting common competencies such as the eight presented and used 
at this workshop. 

 

 Panel members consistently indicated in principle agreement with adoption of the eight 
competencies and a common definition, with the primary question being how they are 
implemented and assessed to ensure they are achievable and manageable for educators.  

 It was commented that all of the interprofessional competencies are a subset of the patient 
safety and quality guidelines which should already be applied. 

 With regard to the adoption of competencies, any new standards and the other suggestions 
for change, the panel provided the overarching caution that any new process must also be 
able to work in a rural and remote setting.  
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Workshop Outcomes 

Over 100 senior participants from the higher education sector, health services, State and national 

governments, national boards and accreditation authorities attended the workshop.  

The contributions of workshop participants provided a good sense of interprofessional education 

and reflected a significant degree of consensus that interprofessional practice is a core expectation 

of patient-centered care.  

It was apparent that in the contemporary Australian health care system, interprofessional education 

may need to be considered in a more organised and planned way than it has been previously. 

Workshop discussions identified some key opportunities also and barriers for the wider application 

of interprofessional education in the health and education sectors, noting that not all of these are 

the responsibilities of accreditation authorities or within the reach of their influence. 

The key outcomes from the workshop and the tasks that may logically lead from these as follows: 

Key workshop outcomes  
1. The workshop acknowledged that health care delivery had historically operated in very 

strong professional and service silos and this was reflected in health professional 
education.  

2. The participants acknowledged the central role of effective interprofessional practice in 
improved patient treatment and care in almost all contemporary health service delivery 
settings.  

3. It is this collaborative feature of many existing and emerging models of clinical practice that 
is driving the need to educate and train future health professionals to work more 
collaboratively across professions at the earliest stage, in the interest of better patient 
safety and care.  

4. There was broad and general consensus supporting a move towards a more planned and 
organised approach to interprofessional education as a basic principle underpinning the 
design and delivery of health professional education and training programs in Australia.  

5. There was support for the World Health Organization definition of interprofessional 
education as a starting point.  

6. The eight competencies presented by Professor Maree O’Keefe, Associate Dean, Learning 
and Teaching, Faculty of Health Sciences, University of Adelaide to reflect the content of 
interprofessional education were supported, while assessment of the competencies would 
require some further work.  

7. There was a view expressed at the workshop for a closer relationship to be developed 
between the education and health sectors in both undergraduate and postgraduate 
programs. In particular the importance of communicating interprofessional practice into the 
design and delivery of education programs so students were better equipped to perform in 
an interprofessional practice environment.  

The workshop had considered barriers to the future development of interprofessional education 

and what actions might need to be taken by the various agencies involved. Clearly, universities, 

national boards, accreditation authorities, health departments and the professions all have a role to 

play. The following action points describe those more immediate and those medium term actions 

that would assist the continued development of interprofessional education in Australia.  
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Key suggested actions for regulators  
1. To support innovation and opportunities for interprofessional education, there was strong 

support for the focus on learning outcomes announced at the workshop by the accreditation 
authorities, and for a move away from detailed process and input standards, such as 
prescriptive contact hours and time in specific modes of education delivery, and in 
particular restrictions on simulated learning. .  

2. There was a strong view that a clear and unambiguous signal by the national boards and 
accreditation authorities of support for interprofessional education would be of major 
benefit. It would indicate permission and support for innovation, while maintaining an 
accreditation standard for interprofessional education.  

3. Some specific actions proposed included providing the regulatory means for cross 
professional supervision in appropriate circumstances and ensuring that early adopters and 
champions were recognised.  

4. Investigate suggestions for a one week shadowing for students across all professions. 

5. Examine whether national boards' continual professional development requirements might 
be used as a useful mechanism to drive interprofessional practice and education.  

6. Investigate opportunities for cross-profession accreditation and/or for one accreditation 
authority to recognise the quality assurance and accreditation activities of other 
accreditation authorities.  

In addition to these specific actions and issues it was apparent from the workshop that significant 

gaps in understanding of the respective roles and responsibilities of those represented existed.  

All parties saw benefit in closer dialogue, particularly between the accreditation authorities and the 

higher education sector, in order to understand and address the barriers and opportunities to better 

organise and plan the delivery of interprofessional education in Australia.  

The participants in the workshop were seen as a useful means of communicating developments 

and actions associated with interprofessional education. 
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Next steps 

Regulators consideration of workshop outcomes  

The key outcomes from the workshop were discussed the following day at a joint meeting attended 

by representatives of the national boards, accreditation authorities and AHPRA, and then 

immediately afterwards at a meeting only involving Forum Members. These meetings considered 

those matters that were within the brief and purview of the NRAS.  

The Facilitator for the workshop, Mr Kim Snowball, reported to the joint meeting on the key 

outcomes and suggested actions to arise from the workshop.  

The representatives at these meetings on 10 June concurred that participants involved in the 

workshop were positively focused and it was suggested they should continue to be utilised as this 

work progresses, after the outcomes have been circulated and a finalised workshop report 

conveyed to the group.  It was also suggested the accreditation authorities, national boards and 

education providers should maintain continued dialogue so that all groups understand the issues 

and pressures within their respective processes for better collaboration and solutions.  

Overall the workshop discussions were seen as very positive and it was thought there would be 

some clear, quick deliverables possible, and other issues within a broader agenda for continued 

focus which could form the basis of an ongoing work plan.   

In relation to the issues identified in the workshop, AHPRA highlighted the three primary areas of 
its focus for moving forward, being: 

 Supporting a cross professional approach within AHPRA itself, and specifically in the 

advice to boards in relation to cross-profession supervision; 

 Demonstrate increased support for simulation as a viable teaching and learning tool; and 

 Ensure the ‘permission to innovate’ message is clear, which can be achieved in a number 

of ways including through board processes, accreditation processes and AHPRA may be 

able to offer support.  

To inform discussions regarding how best to take the workshop outcomes forward, the joint 
meeting first reflected on examples where an interprofessional education agenda has been done 
successfully, as well as other instances where it has not delivered to the extent it potentially could. 
One illustration looked at in detail was health professionals prescribing, for which a case example 
was given to examine the issues further.  
 

Prescribing example 

Bronwyn Clark, CEO of the Australian Pharmacy Council and Professor Lisa Nissen, Queensland 

University of Technology, described their experience with the Health Professionals Prescribing 

Pathway (HPPP), which is a Health Workforce Australia (HWA) initiative that seeks to deliver a 

national approach to prescribing by health professionals other than doctors. As part of this 

initiative, Professor Nissen has worked in an environment that encompasses interdisciplinary 

education and training, under an extended, expanded practice, whereby health professionals 

undertake a joint training program with a prescribing trainer. Many benefits have been observed 

through the joint training, including those completing it having developed a better understanding of 

various ‘lenses’ used by different professions to examine, interact and manage their patients.  

Professor Lisa Nissen explained that this work on prescribing has moved ahead independent of the 

supporting structures of the NRAS. It was driven by Queensland Health which wanted training to 

match specific workforce needs, and provided a special legislative pathway for this purpose and 

scholarships to train professionals. More broadly frameworks such as this do not exist. She 

suggested that accreditation requirements should be looking to have common competencies to 
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match training with desired scope of practice for the workforce. This is difficult without national 

structures and agreed standards: It is hard for non-medical prescribers to know what appropriate 

training is, and also to know what prescribing could actually be currently occurring under existing 

training. In many cases professionals’ full existing scope of practice is not being used. 

Professor Nissen suggested there existed a barrier in that each profession felt they were unique 

and needed different training in prescribing, where as to her reckoning, to be a safe prescriber in a 

practical sense their training requirements are fundamentally the same. While they are worded 

differently, all of the competencies to be a safe prescriber are the same regardless of the 

profession, and it would be helpful to recognise this and work it through with the national boards 

and accreditation authorities. 

Detailed consideration of the issues raised in the workshop 

The joint meeting considered whether the bodies present could develop a structure to continue 

working interprofessionally to meaningfully advance the interprofessional education agenda, noting 

that this currently occurs to some extent within the accreditation councils.  

As a starting point, those in the joint meeting discussed the issues identified in the workshop for 

reform, including detailed discussions of the complexities that need to be addressed. An overview 

of discussions in relation to the issues is provided below.  

Outcomes-based standards 

Taking a lead from the barriers identified in the prescribing example and the workshop message 

that moving to outcomes-based standards would better enable interprofessional education, the 

meeting discussed whether and the extent to which this is desirable from an accreditation authority 

standpoint, and if so, what changes were necessary and how such a transition might be achieved.   

 It was recognised that most accreditation authorities had or were already moving in this 
direction.  

 Some constraints that will continue to make the removal of some prescriptive requirements 
inappropriate or difficult were noted, for example where prescription is included to raise the 
standard.   

o The example was given of some professions’ need to meet global professional 
standards or registration requirements, some of which include prescriptive 
standards.  

o Wide ranging stakeholder consultation is required on changes to standards. Whilst 
most authorities are already moving in this direction, it is necessary to recognise 
some stakeholders are pushing back and there must be an education processes to 
work changes through.  

 The use of explanatory notes and evidence guides was discussed as a possible means of 
supporting a transition to outcome focused standards.  

o The accreditation authorities that use high-level outcome-based standards, but 
where appropriate, have accompanying explanatory notes or evidence guide that 
indicate possible models, give education providers room to innovate in meetings 
standards and delivering outcomes, but with guidance of equivalent methods of 
delivery that have been considered acceptable previously.  

o It was suggested this ensures recognition of generally accepted modes of delivery 
and also allows specification of externally driven requirements, such as those of 
global professional bodies.  

 There was also discussion of analysing instances where outcome focused standards do not 
currently exist to see where changes might be possible. It was thought that stakeholders’ 
complaints about prescriptive standards being barriers to innovation need to be specific, so 
that accreditation authorities and processes are not more broadly implicated, and so that 
such issues can be the subject of targeted consultation and review.  
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Prescribed hours of clinical placements in accreditation standards 

There was discussion around whether prescribed hours are in themselves a major problem, or 
whether tight stipulation of what sort of supervision or activities can take place in the hours is what 
is constraining innovation and restricting interprofessional activities.  
 

 Some felt there would always be a minimum number of hours of clinical experience 
required to demonstrate competency.  

 It was commented that outcomes versus hours is not a black and white issue, and nor 
should it be seen as a question of having just one or the other.  

 The opposing viewpoint was that effective outcome-based accreditation standards and 
processes would guard against unacceptably minimal hours where the standard was not 
met. The proponents of this view point thought that not stipulating hours would merely allow 
for flexibility in the evidence base presented to prove the outcome has been met, which one 
would expect would always include experience attained through clinical hours.  

 
Cross-profession supervision, shadowing and simulation 

Participants at the joint meeting recognised the workshop’s support of innovative methods of 

interprofessional learning such as shared simulation activities, and cross-profession supervision 

and shadowing. They recognised where used appropriately, each of these offer significant 

opportunities for valuable experience, particularly in resource stretched environments.  

It was, however, noted that the term ‘supervise’ may have different meanings for different 

professions and contexts, so the intent of such activities will require elaboration to avoid being 

contentious. The appropriateness of any form of supervision will depend on the type of placement 

and outcome sought.  

 
Interprofessional education definition and competencies 

There was in principle agreement to adopting one definition, and to the WHO definition of 
interprofessional education, and for the eight competencies presented by Professor Maree 
O’Keefe, Associate Dean, Learning and Teaching, Faculty of Health Sciences, University of 
Adelaide. Pending referral to each of the accreditation authorities, those present felt the definition 
and competencies could be adopted across the professions. 
 

Process for taking workshop outcomes forward 

The meeting discussed the option of adopting a common approach to develop and also possibly 

consult on new accreditation arrangements to enable interprofessional education, possibly through 

the Forum and the ALG. While the ALG is not a decision making group, meaning it would need to 

be an opt-in agreement to adopt common interprofessional education elements, it was felt that the 

ALG could bring about effective collaboration. The ALG Chair, Dr Joanna Flynn AM, agreed that it 

would be appropriate for the ALG to be involved with the Forum in taking this work forward.  

There was discussion about the difficulties in changing standards in the National Scheme, given 

the need for consultation, and the need for national Boards to approve standards for their 

profession. Many felt it might be overly complicated and ambitious to undertake development and 

consultation within a single process. There was broad agreement that it would instead be easier for 

each council and board to undertake their own process, but following a common work plan 

coordinated through the Forum and ALG.  

Meeting participants broadly recognised that interprofessional education and interprofessional 

practice are happening, and they will be implemented regardless of whether national structures 

and processes keep pace and evolve to reflect this reality. It will be necessary to adopt a collective 

view on interprofessional education and reflect it within each profession’s processes, including 

individually by looking at barriers within the standards. Participants affirmed the need to remain 
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focused on protection of the public. Multi-morbidity is increasing the need for interprofessional 

practice and demands students and clinicians to have these higher capabilities.  

 
Report of the workshop and meeting, and work-plan for implementation 

Meeting participants agreed to Mr Snowball’s suggestion that he reflect the day’s discussions in 

the report of the workshop, including providing recognition of some of the realities constraining 

immediate delivery of the workshop outcomes. Based on this, the report can then elevate those 

aspects where progress is to be delivered more immediately within the current scheme and 

structures, and those for longer-term focus. 

The meeting agreed to Professor Mike Morgan’s suggestion that this work be taken back to the 

Forum to identify issues that it thinks should be taken forward in this area, which would then need 

ALG support as part of medium-term work plan to be developed and implemented by the Forum 

and ALG.  

It was suggested that the work-plan includes a piece of work to undertake a systematic analysis of 

where accreditation may be a barrier to interprofessional education and how this might be 

changed.  

Another suggestion was that a case study on prescribing be included in the work-plan. The 

Australian Pharmacy Council offered to take a lead on this case-study work, if this is something the 

group decides to progress as part of the work plan.  

 
Resourcing ongoing cross-profession work on interprofessional education 

Meeting participants considered that if implementation of an ongoing work plan on interprofessional 

education is to be progressed there needs to be a more considered, structured process for 

resourcing and undertaking joint work.  

The meeting discussed the process for obtaining funding for cross profession collaboration in the 

National Scheme, when each board is funded by registration fees from a specific profession. It was 

thought there might be scope to fund implementation of a joint work plan on interprofessional 

education through discretionary funding available to encourage innovation, so it was agreed a 

proposal would be prepared for the national boards’ consideration.  

 

Forum Work Plan 
 
Following the meeting with the national boards, accreditation committees and AHPRA, Forum 
Members held a short meeting to continue discussions of accreditation-specific issues. Actions that 
can be implemented immediately to take forward workshop outcomes were determined and added 
to the Forum’s existing work plan. Other issues that require further exploration and attention were 
also highlighted for ongoing work. As this was a closed meeting, only the agreed actions are 
summarised in this report, as listed below.  
 
1. Communique 

 
Members congratulated the Forum working group on the previous day’s workshop, Collaborating 
for Patient care- Interprofessional Learning for Interprofessional Practice, as a successful event.  A 
communique will be drafted and circulated. 
 
2. Interprofessional education competencies 
 

Members discussed the outcomes of Professor Maree O’Keefe’s, Associate Dean, Learning and 

Teaching in the Faculty of Health Sciences at the University of Adelaide, work undertaken in a 

National Teaching Fellowship – Developing Sustainable, Embedded Interprofessional Learning.  
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Members agreed to present the eight competencies to each of their perspective Councils with the 

view of adopting them as an explanatory note, or a reference document.  Once feedback from 

Councils is received it was suggested that a position statement of endorsement in relation to the 

document be drafted to go on the Forum website. 

Members suggested that a short document adding evidence to support achievement of the eight 

competencies”, could be written to assist in evaluating the competencies.  

 
3. Position statements 

 

Develop a series of Forum position statements on important areas of policy consensus. These 

position statements will reference the relevant literature, supporting evidence and significant 

developmental events. Position statements will be made available on the Forum website and 

circulated to relevant stakeholders.  

A position statement on interprofessional education will be used as a means of developing a 

process for signing off on subsequent statements on other issues. Sub-groups will be tasked with 

developing draft statements which will subsequently be reviewed, amended if necessary, and 

signed off by the Forum.  

The meeting proposed a number of position statements be developed. Those of relevance to 

interprofessional education are as follows: 

 Interprofessional education 

o This position statement was developed and agreed by the Forum on 30 November 
2015. It can be found at Attachment 5 and is also available on the Forum’s website 
at the following link: 
http://www.healthprofessionscouncils.org.au/files/ced02785690f608cfb04da6528cc2
849caae7129_original.pdf 

 

 Simulation  

 

 Outcome-focused standards  

 

4. Funding proposal 
 

A proposal will be prepared for AHPRA and the national boards for funding to undertake 

collaborative cross-profession work on interprofessional education. 

 
5. Sharing of good practice 

 
Councils agreed it would be worthwhile to flag good examples of interprofessional education from 
their accreditation reports and share these with the Forum at future meetings, as appropriate, but 

the difficulty of deciding what is good practice was noted.  
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Attachments  

Attachment 1 - List of background documents circulated to participants 

 
 The Interprofessional Curriculum Renewal Consortium, (2013). Curriculum Renewal for 

Interprofessional Education in Health. Centre for Research in Learning and Change, 
University of Technology, Sydney, Australia 

 The Canadian Interprofessional Health Collaborative, (2010). A National Interprofessional 
Competency Framework. College of Health Disciplines, University of British Columbia, 
Vancouver, Canada. 

 Nicol, P. (2013). Interprofessional education for health professionals in Western Australia. 
Centre for Research in Learning and Change, Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences, 
University of Technology, Sydney 

 Interprofessional Education Collaborative Expert Panel, (2011). Core competencies for 
interprofessional collaborative practice: Report of an expert panel. Washington, D.C.: 
Interprofessional Education Collaborative. 

 Lee, A., Steketee, C., Rogers, G., Moran, M.  (2013). Towards a theoretical framework for 
curriculum development in health professional education. Focus on Health Professional 
Education: A Multi-Disciplinary Journal: Vol 14, No. 3.  

 O’Keeffe, M., (2015) M. Collaborating across boundaries - A framework for an integrated 
interprofessional curriculum. National Teaching Fellowship, The University of Adelaide, 
Australia. Accessed on 11 January 2016 at: 
https://digital.library.adelaide.edu.au/dspace/bitstream/2440/94298/3/hdl_94298.pdf 

 J.E, Thistlethwaite., Forman, D., Matthews, L.R., Rogers, G.D., Steketee, C., and Yassine, 
T. (2014). Competencies and Frameworks in Interprofessional Education: A Comparative 
Analysis. Academic Medicine: Vol. 89, No. 6. 

 Thistlethwaite, J. (2012). Interprofessional education: A review of context, learning and the 
research agenda. Medical Education: Vol. 46, Pg. 58–70. 

 World Health Organization, (2010). Framework for action on interprofessional education 
and collaborative practice. Geneva: WHO Press. Accessed 5 January 2016 at: 
http://www.who.int/hrh/resources/framework_action/en/ 

 Forum of Australian Health Professions Councils and Australian Health Practitioner 
Regulation Agency, (2012). Accreditation under the Health Practitioner Regulation National 
Law Act (the National Law). Accessed 5 January 2016 at: 
http://www.ahpra.gov.au/Legislation-and-Publications/AHPRA-
Publications.aspx#accreditation. 

  

http://www.who.int/hrh/resources/framework_action/en/
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Attachment 2 - Workshop program 

 

WORKSHOP OVERVIEW   

PART 1 – Identifying the Need for interprofessional practice and the patients’ 

perspective 

 

 Workshop facilitator Mr Kim Snowball welcomes participants, outlines the aims 
of this workshop, and together with Ms Bronwyn Nardi, Queensland Member of 
the Health Workforce Principal Committee, discusses the health care changes 
driving team based care. 

9.30–10.00 

 Examples of interprofessional practice in a palliative care team - Dr Peter 
Sherwen and Dr Di Clifton of St Vincent’s Melbourne Palliative Care Services  
o Setting standards for patient-centered interprofessional practice 

o Meeting patients’ needs with a multiprofession care team 

o Challenges in bringing together teams from several professions. 

10.00–10.30 

 Workshop facilitator Mr Kim Snowball leads workshop discussion of key 
principles required for successful interprofessional practice and optimal patient 
care  
o Role of the health care team, and understanding and recognising other 

members of the team 

o Important skills for interprofessional practice  

o How well we are preparing practitioners for this environment, and what would 

be required in education programs to underpin development of these skills. 

10.30–11.00 

Morning Tea Break  
11.00–11.30 

PART 2 – Discussion of Interprofessional Education – “more than just 

timetabling”  

 

 Workshop facilitator Mr Kim Snowball introduces Part 2 

 Professor Maree O’Keefe, University of Adelaide, describes work completed in 
an National Teaching Fellowship, Collaborating across boundaries: A framework 
for an integrated interprofessional curriculum, including: 
o Commonly used interprofessional education models 

o Evaluation of interprofessional learning models  

o Interprofessional learning competencies 

o Challenges for delivering successful interprofessional education. 

11.30-11.55 

 Professor Jill Thistlethwaite, Health Professions Education Consultant, 
describes assessment of interprofessional learning and competencies  

 Presentations from education providers, Ms Maureen McDonald, University of 
Auckland, and Professor Gary D Rogers, Griffith University, provide examples of 
existing interprofessional education programs, including: 
o Program management and evaluation  

o Challenges and approaches to overcoming them 

o Reporting to accreditation authorities and feedback from accreditation 

authorities or health services.  

 Questions for session presenters and Professor O’Keefe to wrap-up the 
session. 

11.55-12.05 
 

12.05-12.45 
 
 
 
12.45-13.00 

Lunch Break (13:00 – 13.45) 
13:00-13.45 
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PART 3 – Role of Accreditation  

 Workshop facilitator Mr Kim Snowball introduces Part 3. This will lead into 
discussion of the question, “With what we understand to be key requirements of 
good interprofessional education, how can accreditation processes promote 
interprofessional education?”  

13.45-13.50 

 Health Professions Accreditation Councils’ Forum Chair Professor Mike Morgan 
discusses what accreditation bodies do and how accreditation processes and 
standards approach interprofessional education. 

 Individual tables to deliberate on the role accreditation authorities, national 
boards, and education providers in enabling of good practice through 
accreditation standards and accreditation processes.  
o What should accreditation authorities be expecting and assessing in 

interprofessional education? 

o Consider the examples presented earlier and how interprofessional 

competencies might be assessed.  

13.50-14.20 
 
14.20-15.10 

Afternoon Tea Break  
15.10-15.30 

 Panel discussion to consider the current approach and other possible ways 
accreditation bodies can support interprofessional education through existing 
processes, followed by whole workshop discussion. Panel to include: 
o Accreditation authorities / national boards /Australian Health Practitioner 

Regulation Agency 
 A/Associate Professor Debra Rowett PSM, President, Australian 

Pharmacy Council 
 Dr Fiona Joske, Medical Board of Australia  
 Dr Gerard Condon, Dental Board of Australia 
 Mr Martin Fletcher, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Health 

Practitioner Regulation Agency  
o Education 

 Professor Lisa Nissen, Head of the School of Clinical Sciences, 
Queensland University of Technology 

 Associate Professor Christine Jorm, Associate Dean (Professionalism), 
Sydney Medical School, the University of Sydney 

o Jurisdiction Health Department 
 Ms Bronwyn Nardi, Senior Director, Policy and Clinician Engagement, 

Queensland Health, and Member of the Health Workforce Principal 
Committee 

o Health Service Executives 

 Mr Matthew Johnson, Director of Clinical Education, Cabrini Hospital 

15.30-16.40 

 Workshop facilitator Mr Kim Snowball to wrap up the day’s outcomes  16.40-17.00 
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Attachment 3 – Workshop Biographies 
 

Facilitator  

Mr Kim Snowball, Director, Healthfix Consulting 

Since his retirement as Director General of Health in Western Australia in 2013, Mr Snowball has 

joined with his wife, Dr Felicity Jefferies, to form a new consulting company, Healthfix Consulting. 

Through this vehicle Mr Snowball conducted an independent review of the National Registration 

and Accreditation Scheme for health professionals for the Australian Health Ministers. The review 

commenced in April 2014 and involved widespread consultation nationally, over 230 written 

submissions and a consultation paper released in September, 2014. A final report was submitted 

to Health Ministers through the Australian Health Ministers Advisory Council in April 2015. A 

response to the Report from the Health Ministers is expected in August 2015. 

Other projects conducted by Healthfix Consulting have included an independent report on medical 

workforce needs in Western Australia and on a proposal by Curtin University for a new medical 

school. 

In broader national roles, Mr Snowball was appointed Chair of the Australian Health Ministers’ 

Advisory Council (AHMAC) a body providing advice and support to Health Ministers and the 

Australian Health Workforce Ministerial Council (AHWMC). This included a key focus on the 

implementation of the National Law in relation to the regulation and registration of Australian health 

professionals and governance and support in respect to the key national agencies involved. Mr 

Snowball was also a member of the National E-Health Transition Authority. 

Under his leadership in Western Australia a package of reforms were implemented including: 

 Introduction of Activity Based Funding of hospitals and health services. 

 Full implementation of the four hour rule program across the states hospitals, with 
independent research showing the program saved up to 267 lives annually through reduced 
overcrowding in WA Tertiary hospitals (a program that was subsequently adopted 
nationally). 

 Introduction of public/private partnerships both infrastructure and service delivery to drive 
efficiency into the public health system. This involved private contracts for the delivery of 
public services at Joondalup and Midland and the state’s largest private contract with Serco 
to deliver non clinical services at Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

 Introduction of planning forums in partnership with the Aboriginal Community Controlled 
Sector and doubling of the level of employment of Aboriginal people within the public health 
system. 

 Redesigned the States approach to investment in health and medical research. During his 
leadership of the hospital system, Western Australia went from amongst the poorest 
performers in Elective Surgery waiting times and emergency department access block to 
the best performed hospitals in Australia in Emergency Department waiting times and the 
second best nationally in elective surgery wait times in just three years. Mortality rates in 
the state’s major hospitals fell and a major focus was placed on safety and quality reform. 

 

Presenters 

Dr Di Clifton, Psychiatrist, Psycho-oncologist, Coordinator of Education, Psychosocial 

Cancer Care, St Vincent's Health Melbourne 

Dr Dianne Clifton is a psychiatrist who has worked in psycho-oncology and palliative care for the 
past 20 years; both in private practice and the public hospital system. She has also previously 
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been Director of Emergency Psychiatric Services, providing services for acutely psychiatrically 
unwell patients in the hospital and community.  
 
Dr Clifton was appointed as an Honorary Clinical Senior Lecturer in the Department of Psychiatry 
and Department of Medicine at The University of Melbourne. When working as a senior consultant 
psychiatrist and Medical Director of Psychosocial Cancer Care at St Vincent’s Hospital and Caritas 
Christi, Dr Clifton also saw the development of statewide education and training of staff from 
different disciplines in the delivery of psychosocial cancer care, clinical service delivery to St 
Vincent’s Hospital, and staff support programmes. 
 
Dr Clifton is currently working in psychosocial cancer care and as Coordinator of Education at St 
Vincent's, Melbourne. In her private practice Dr Clifton sees patients with cancer and their families 
through all stages of their illness and treatment experience.  
 

Ms Maureen McDonald, Professional Teaching Fellow, School of Pharmacy, Faculty of 

Medical and Health Sciences, University of Auckland 

Ms Maureen McDonald is a practicing pharmacist. She has been registered for 32yrs and has 
worked mostly in community pharmacy. Maureen is also a Professional Teaching Fellow at the 
University of Auckland in the Pharmacy Practice Team. Maureen recently completed a Post-
Graduate Diploma in Clinical Education. 
 

Professor Mike Morgan, President, Australian Dental Council, Chair, Health Professions 

Accreditation Councils’ Forum 

Professor Mike Morgan has been involved in dental education and research both in Australia and 
internationally. He is currently the Head of the Melbourne Dental School at The University of 
Melbourne and holds the Chair of Population Oral Health in the Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and 
Health Sciences. Mike is the President of the Australian Dental Council Governing Board, Chairs 
the Health Professions Accreditation Councils’ Forum and is a board member of VicHealth. 
 
Mike’s principal teaching responsibility is in population oral health, focusing on oral disease 
causation in relation to common risk factors and disease prevention at a population level - with an 
emphasis on community water fluoridation. He has research interests in oral health economics and 
clinical trials of preventive agents. 
 

Ms Bronwyn Nardi, Queensland representative, Health Workforce Principal Committee 

Ms Bronwyn Nardi has worked in a range of senior roles in health. Currently she is the Senior 
Director, Policy and Clinician Engagement in the Queensland Department of health. This is a 
portfolio covering Strategic Policy, Health Legislation, Clinical Workforce Policy, and Clinical 
Leadership. Bronwyn is Queensland’s representative on the Health Workforce Principal Committee 
and the Practitioner Regulation Subcommittee; Community Care and Population Heath Principal 
Committee and the Greater Northern Australia Regional Training Network. She is a Board Member 
of the Community and Health Services Industry Skills Council. 
 
Bronwyn is a Registered Nurse and Midwife. In addition, she holds a Master of Business 
Administration and is a Graduate of the Australian Institute of Company Directors. 
 

Professor Maree O’Keefe, Associate Dean, Learning and Teaching, Faculty of Health 

Sciences, University of Adelaide 

Professor Maree O’Keefe is the Associate Dean, Learning and Teaching in the Faculty of Health 
Sciences at the University of Adelaide. She is a qualified paediatric medical specialist and holds a 
PhD in medical education. She is currently the deputy chair of the University Academic Board. In 
addition to her academic roles, through her work with the Office of Learning and Teaching and the 
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Australian Learning and Teaching Council, she has provided national leadership in health 
professional education. 
 
Maree has over 20 years’ experience of teaching and curriculum innovation. She has won a 
number of institutional and national grants and awards, and held appointments to national 
committees and councils. Her research interests include interdisciplinary collaboration, 
interprofessional learning and developing quality experiential learning environments. She continues 
her clinical practice as a paediatrician. 
 

Professor Gary D. Rogers, Professor of Medical Education and Deputy Head of School 

(Learning & Teaching), Griffith University School of Medicine 

Professor Gary D. Rogers is currently Professor of Medical Education and Deputy Head of School 
(Learning & Teaching) at the Griffith University School of Medicine, in addition to a role as Program 
Lead in Interprofessional and Simulation-Based Learning for the Griffith Health Institute for the 
Development of Education and Scholarship (Health IDEAS) and clinical work as an HIV physician 
at Gold Coast University Hospital. He is Immediate Past President of the Australian and New 
Zealand Association for Health Professional Educators and chairs the Association’s Fellowship 
Committee, as well as serving on the Executive Committee of AMEE, the International Association 
for Medical Education. In 2012 he was joint winner of the Griffith University Award for Excellence in 
Teaching in Health. 
 
Gary was a member of the leadership team for the major national Curriculum Renewal for 
Interprofessional Education in Health project, jointly funded by the Office of Learning and 
Teaching, Health Workforce Australia and the Government of WA. He is currently a Chief 
Investigator for an Office of Learning and Teaching Extension Grant relating to the project. 
  

Dr Peter Sherwen, Palliative Care Doctor, Caritas Christi Hospice and Epworth Hospital 

Dr Peter Sherwen is a Palliative Care doctor working at Caritas Christi Hospice, Eastern Palliative 
Care (community service), and at Epworth Hospital. 
 

Professor Jill Thistlethwaite, Health professions education consultant 

Professor Jill Thistlethwaite is an Adjunct Professor in Medical and Health Professional Education 
at the University of Technology Sydney (UTS). Since qualifying as a general practitioner in the U.K, 
she has been involved in health professional education with a strong focus on interprofessional 
education (IPE) and collaborative practice for health professionals. 
 
Jill has been a partner on several Australian Learning and Teaching Council/ Office of Learning 
and Teaching grant focusing on IPE, most recently in relation to the work-based assessment of 
interprofessional teamwork. She was a Fulbright senior scholar in 2014 and spent four months at 
the National Center for Interprofessional Practice and Education in Minneapolis during which time 
she was invited to speak on the evidence for IPE by the Institute of Medicine in Washington DC. Jill 
has written and co-edited several books about IPE and collaborative practice, as well as numerous 
papers, and was part of a study group with the World Health Organization on IPE in 2009-2010. 
 
 

Panel Members 

Dr Gerard Condon, Practitioner Member, Dental Board of Australia 

Dr Gerard Condon is a Member of the Dental Board of Australia and a part-time Clinical 
Demonstrator, Melbourne Dental School, Examiner Australian Dental Council, Melbourne Dental 
School, LaTrobe University, Former Private Practitioner, Former President, Dental Practice Board 
of Victoria, Former President, Australian Dental Council, Former President, Australian Dental 
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Association, Victorian Branch, Former Chair, Infection Control Committee, Australian Dental 
Association (Inc). 
 

Mr Martin Fletcher, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Health Practitioner Regulation 

Agency 

Mr Martin Fletcher started with AHPRA in December 2009 as the inaugural chief executive officer 
and has 15 years' experience in patient safety in Australia, the United Kingdom and internationally. 
Before joining AHPRA, Martin was chief executive of the National Patient Safety Agency, the 
leading National Health Service body for patient safety in England and Wales. From 2004 to 2007 
Martin worked with the World Health Organization in Geneva to establish a global program of work 
on patient safety. From 2000 to 2002, he worked with the Australian Council for Safety and Quality 
in Health Care to establish the first national program of work on patient safety in Australia. 
 
Martin holds a Master of Management degree in public sector management, an Honours degree in 
behavioural sciences and an undergraduate degree in social studies. 
 

Associate Professor Christine Jorm, Associate Professor – Special Projects (DVC 

Education Portfolio), Associate Dean (Professionalism), Sydney Medical School, University 

of Sydney 

Associate Professor Christine Jorm is Associate Dean Professionalism at Sydney Medical School. 
Christine practiced as an anesthetist for more than 15 years before her interest in quality 
assurance led to full time work in patient safety and quality. A/Prof Jorm has doctorates in 
neuropharmacology and sociology. Her PhD resulted in a book ‘Reconstructing Medical Practice - 
Engagement, Professionalism and Critical Relationships in Health Care’ which examines why 
doctors have limited ability to admit to error or engage with the system. She was recruited as a 
foundation staff member to the Australian Commission on Safety and Quality in Health Care in 
2006 and was responsible for providing specialist safety and quality advice on all aspects of the 
Commission's work - with special responsibility for Open Disclosure and Clinical Handover - until 
moving to Sydney University in January 2010. She remains passionate about finding ways to 
enable the doctors of the future to better engage with and influence the health care system. 
 
She has broad interests, with publications and/or on-going research in such areas as: medical 
culture, organisational culture, safety and quality, clinical handover, root cause analysis, open 
disclosure, narrative in education, health information literacy, use of smart phones in health care, 
peer assessment, professionalism, rules and regulation, simulation meaningful measurement of 
health care quality and use of health care data to improve care, infection control practice and 
interprofessional education and practice (and is currently working on a major project in this area for 
Sydney University). 
 

Mr Matthew Johnson, Director of Clinical Education, Cabrini Health 

Mr Matthew Johnson has been an Intensive Care Paramedic for Ambulance Victoria since 1998. In 
2009 he left his full-time clinical role to coordinate units on clinical communication and cardiac care 
for first year undergraduate nursing and paramedic students at Monash University. In 2010 Matt 
was appointed the Coordinator of Post Graduate Studies for the School of Primary Health Care at 
Monash and was responsible for the education of Intensive Care Paramedics, Flight Paramedics 
and Retrieval physicians. He is the editor of the textbook "Clinical Reasoning in Emergency Health 
Care" and in November 2013 was appointed as Simulation Manager at Cabrini Health in 
Melbourne. In August 2014 he took on the role of Director of Clinical Education at Cabrini. 
 

Dr Fiona Joske, Practitioner Member, Medical Board of Australia 

Dr Fiona Joske is a general practitioner and a principal in a rural group practice in Longford, 
Tasmania, where she has worked since 1999. Her previous practice was at Smithton in North West 
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Tasmania. The current practice is a teaching practice which hosts medical students, nursing 
students, GP registrars, and international medical graduates.  
 
Fiona was appointed to the Medical Board of Australia in August 2009 and was a member of the 
Medical Council of Tasmania from 2000. She is now also a member of the Tasmanian Board of the 
Medical Board of Australia. 
 
Fiona is an examiner for the Royal Australian College of General Practitioners and for the 
University of Tasmania School of Medicine. Her past positions include member of the Medical 
School Accreditation Committee of the Australian Medical Council, Chair of General Practice 
Workforce Tasmania, Medical Advisor to Rural Workforce Support Tasmania, Chair of the 
Tasmania Faculty of the Royal Australian College of General Practitioners, a National Coordinator 
of the RACGP Exams, GP Consultant to the Health Insurance Commission and Council Member of 
the University of Tasmania. 
 

Professor Lisa Nissen, Professor and Head, School of Clinical Sciences at Queensland 

University of Technology 

Professor Lisa Nissen is an experienced pharmacy practitioner, researcher and educator. She has 
worked in both hospital and community pharmacy in metropolitan and rural areas. Her focus is on 
improving the Quality Use of Medicines in the wider community, across the health care continuum, 
with a focus on professional service development for pharmacists and the factors which influence 
prescribing of medicines.  
 
Lisa is a strong believer in the benefits of multidisciplinary health care teams in the care of patients 
in the community. Lisa brings this passion for multidisciplinary care into the classroom with a 
commitment to the development and implementation of innovative multiprofessional education. 
She is a co-founder and director of the Healthfusion Team Challenge, an exciting and dynamic 
competition designed to educate tomorrow’s health care professionals in collaborative client care. 
 
Lisa represents the pharmacy profession and provides advice to local, national and international 
groups on the role of pharmacists in health care and the quality use of medicines. This includes 
work with organisations such as the Commonwealth Department of Health and Aging, the 
International Pharmacy Federation, and the World Health Organisation. She also actively 
contributes to the Pharmacy profession in many ways including presenting lectures at continuing 
education events and writing regular articles for Australian Pharmacist. 
 

A/Associate Professor Debra Rowett PSM, President, Australian Pharmacy Council  

A/Associate Professor Debra Rowett is President of the Australian Pharmacy Council and also the 
Chair of the Accreditation Committee of the Australian Pharmacy Council.  Her particular areas of 
current practice are in research, training and service delivery in primary care. Debra has a 
particular interest in aged care, palliative care, pharmacoepidemiology and pharmacovigilance.  
She also has strong interest in health policy and workforce development. She is the Director, Drug 
and Therapeutics Information Service at the Repatriation General Hospital, South Australia. 
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A - Mr Snowball and Ms Nardi 
 

 

 

B - Dr Sherwen and Dr Clifton 
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E - Ms McDonald 
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F - Professor Rogers 
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G - Professor Morgan 

 

 

 



  

52 

 

 

 



  

53 

 

 

 



 

54 
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