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My take on the major issues for Pharmacies  

 

Open and or corporate Ownership  

If this was allowed, then big corporations will quickly buy the majority of pharmacies and their number one interest is 

shareholders not the patient. No matter what the government might do to try to control them so they provide a certain 

service for consumers, if it isn’t immediately profitable or ‘not enough in it ‘they might refuse the service. EG – you 

might find they will refuse to dispense an expensive Hep C drug cause the risk is too great. Or they might decide that 

opening Sundays in Broken Hill isn’t worth it so they will close…  

Want an example? The banks and how they continue not to pass on the full interest rate cuts despite loads of 

government pressure on them. Their share price and shareholders are the absolute number one.  

Also recently Boots in the UK have been accused of rorting the system to maximise profits in government incentive 

schemes http://www.medicalrepublic.com.au/uk-pharmacy-chain-allegedly-rorting-system/  - whilst this behaviour is 

possible with an individual pharmacist , it’s more likely in corporate stores where the pressure of increased profits to 

shareholders are the number one priority. 

In the US some supermarkets have pharmacies in them, but the dispensary section is only opened during normal 

business hours, not the whole time the supermarket is open. It may not be a given that corporate ownership would 

mean increased access for the consumer. 

So will a corporate entity’s focus be making sure consumers have reliable and affordable access to medicines???? 

Open ownership (non pharmacist) - in general the thing to worry about here would be the real possibility of criminal 

gangs acquiring pharmacies and having access to highly sort after restricted drugs like steroids, pseudoephedrine, 

morphine etc etc. This could be a potential disaster.  

Just on ownership…. it seems certain pharmacy groups are able to somehow get around the 5 pharmacy limit per person  

– the integrity of these laws must be upheld. And maybe even be looked at a national level, so it is consistent across all 

states. 

 

Location Laws 

The location laws have led to having reliable access to medicines. It ensures an even spread across the country I think 

most people recognise that. 

If they were relaxed/removed, then you could assume that reliable access to medicines would increase. This increase 

would definitely be dominated by certain pharmacy banner groups (or corporations, depending on ownership changes). 

As they would have the funds, expertise and personnel to execute this rapidly across the country. This could potentially 

lead to a problem – market dominance… (see below) 

Will getting rid of them or amending them increase affordable access to the consumer? Let’s take supermarkets as an 

example. Because we have a classic case of market dominance at the moment in this sector. You can open a 

supermarket anywhere you want there are no location restrictions, but because of Coles and Woolworths market 

dominance they still manage to keep out the competition. Between them they take the majority of the retail space 

available control pricing and make it near impossible for other companies to even enter the market. We in Australia pay 

some of the highest prices for groceries in the world, and that’s no co-incidence….. 

http://www.medicalrepublic.com.au/uk-pharmacy-chain-allegedly-rorting-system/
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If location laws were abolished then a few big banner groups would certainly dominate, and within years they will have 

so much market dominance that it will become an anti-competitive market, just like the supermarket situation in 

Australia. 

I think a good change to the location laws, if there were to be some, is preventing the same person/entity owning more 

than one pharmacy in the same suburb/town. This should help prevent some anti-competitive behaviour or certain 

people/groups buying other pharmacies around them to keep competition away. 

I agree that governments shouldn’t be propping up industries or sectors. I don’t think the location laws do this, yes they 

may give security, but that security allows for a stable market and high quality of services. The Pharmacy industry is 

different, a unique industry unlike any other and hence shouldn’t be treated like the others. 

S2/s3 medicines being pharmacy only – the best analogy I can give for these medicines and why they should be 

pharmacy only is that of a life guard at the beach, they are there to save people, they may not be needed every single 

day but when called upon they are there to save the day. S2 medicines are the same, the pharmacist may not be needed 

for every single purchase, but they are available to help and answer any questions if needed. (which is quite frequent) If 

these medicines were in a supermarket that option would not be there. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


