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a regime which ensures maximum prevention. The 2007 Act provides for three types

of sentence—publicity orders (requiring the organization to make it known that it has

been convicted of this offence); remedial orders (requiring the offender to remedy the
causes of the nomicide); and fines (which may prove problematic for the reasons just
given, and which are questionable in so far as they may have deleterious effects on
the level of public service provided by organizations such as hospital trusts and the
police).“7
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