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Service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this meeting was sent to Mrs Revill on 7 

September 2018 by recorded delivery and first class post to her registered address. Mrs 

Revill was informed in the notice that a panel of the Fitness to Practise Committee 

would meet to consider her case on or after 5 November 2018. As such should she wish 

to send documentation she should do so, in order that it could be received by the NMC 

before that date. She was also informed that should she wish her case to be considered 

at a hearing she had until 29 October 2018 to contact the NMC. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

In the light of the information available the panel was satisfied that notice had been 

served in accordance with Rules 11A and 34 of The Nursing and Midwifery Council 

(Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of Council 2004 (the Rules).  

 

 

Decision and reasons on review of the current order: 

 

The panel decided to impose a striking-off order. This order will come into effect at the 

end of 19 December 2018 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and 

Midwifery Order 2001 (the Order).  

 

This is the second review of a conditions of practice order, originally imposed by a panel 

of the Conduct and Competence Committee on 17 November 2016 for 18 months. On 2 

May 2018, a panel of the Fitness to Practise Committee reviewed the order and 

imposed a suspension order of six months to take effect on the expiry of the original 

order. The current order is due to expire at the end of 19 December 2018. 

 

The panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of the Order.  

 

The charges found proved which resulted in the imposition of the substantive order 

were as follows: 

 



   

“That you, a registered nurse:  

 

1. Failed to maintain professional boundaries in relation to Service User A in that;  

 

a) Between 26 August 2011 and 1 March 2013, you provided services to Service 

User A which were outside of your therapeutic boundary relationship  

 

b) Between March and April 2013, you engaged in financial transactions with 

Service User A which were outside of your therapeutic boundary relationship  

 

c) Between 17 December 2012 and 2 January 2013, you provided Service User A 

with tobacco/electronic cigarette products  

 

d) Not proved 

 

e) On 26 June 2013, you allowed Service User A to visit your home.  

 

f) On 4 October 2013, you introduced Service User A to Service User B which was 

outside of your therapeutic boundary relationship  

 

2. On 13 May 2013, did not escalate your concerns regarding Service User A’s animal 

welfare issue in the appropriate manner;  

 

3. Between 24 September 2012 and 7 October 2013 failed to maintain adequate 

records in that;  

 

a) You did not record details of your visits to Service User A on one or more 

occasions  

 

b) You did not record details of your financial transactions with Service User A on 

the Epex system.  

 



   

And, in light of the above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your 

misconduct.” 

 

The first reviewing panel determined the following with regard to impairment: 

 

“The panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Revill’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the NMC has 

defined fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register without 

restriction. In considering this case, the panel has carried out a comprehensive review 

of the order in light of the current circumstances. It has noted the decision of the last 

panel. However, it has exercised its own judgment as to current impairment.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

In reaching its decision, the panel was mindful of the need to protect the public, 

maintain public confidence in the profession and to declare and uphold proper 

standards of conduct and performance.  

 

The panel took into account all the documents and noted that nothing further has been 

provided to this panel since the substantive hearing.  

 

The panel had regard to the fact that Mrs Revill has not submitted anything further in 

relation to her insight into her failings or elaborated on any attempt at remediation. It 

appeared that Mrs Revill had also not complied with the current conditions of practice 

order. The panel had no information on whether Mrs Revill had any intention to continue 

with her nursing practise. The panel concluded that, due to the lack of any evidence to 

the contrary, Mrs Revill has not remediated her failings or made any attempt to 

remediate her failings. Therefore Mrs Revill’s fitness to practice remains impaired on the 

grounds of public protection.  

 

The panel has borne in mind that its primary function is to protect patients and the wider 

public interest which includes maintaining confidence in the nursing profession and 



   

upholding proper standards of conduct and performance. The panel determined that, in 

this case, a finding of continuing impairment on public interest grounds is also required.  

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mrs Revill’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.”  

 

The first reviewing panel determined the following with regard to sanction:  

 

“The panel next considered the continuation of the conditions of practice order. Mrs 

Revill has not practised as a registered nurse for over four years and if she were to 

return to practice now would be required to complete a return to practice course. The 

panel had no information in relation to Mrs Revill’s attempts to find employment or about 

her current intention as regards to continuing in practice. It had received no explanation 

from Mrs Revill on why she had not complied with the conditions of practice and 

considered this may now indicate the development of attitudinal issues. It is of concern 

that Mrs Revill has disengaged with this process. In all the circumstances the panel 

considered that a conditions of practice order is no longer the appropriate order in this 

case. The panel concluded that no workable conditions of practice could be formulated 

which would protect the public or satisfy the wider public interest.  

 

The panel determined therefore that a suspension order is the only appropriate sanction 

which would both protect the public and satisfy the wider public interest. Accordingly, 

the panel determined to impose a suspension order for a period of six months.  

The panel determined that a period of six months would give Mrs Revill time to re-

engage with her regulator, urgently reflect upon and clarify her current position in 

relation to whether she would wish to practise as a Registered Nurse in future. If Mrs 

Revill chooses to re-engage with the NMC process, this panel has determined that she 

would assist a future reviewing panel by attending the hearing and providing the 

following information:  

 

• A reflective piece, using a recognised model, which demonstrates Mrs Revill’s 

understanding of the impact of her misconduct on patients, colleagues and the nursing 

profession;  



   

• Evidence of any relevant training Mrs Revill has undertaken which addresses the 

misconduct found in this case;  

• Evidence of how Mrs Revill has addressed and maintained her clinical knowledge;  

• Testimonials from any paid or unpaid work undertaken; and  

• Mrs Revill’s engagement with the review hearing process, either in person, by email or 

by letter.  

 

The panel considered the imposition of a suspension order to be the most appropriate 

and proportionate sanction available. This suspension order will take effect upon the 

expiry of the current conditions of practice order, at the end of 19 June 2018 in 

accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001.” 

 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

The panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Revill’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the NMC has 

defined fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register without 

restriction. In considering this case, the panel has carried out a comprehensive review 

of the order in light of the current circumstances. It has noted the decision of the last 

panel. However, it has exercised its own judgment as to current impairment.  

 

The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it and noted that there was 

no information to suggest that Mrs Revill had attempted to engage with the NMC since 

the last review took place. At that review, it was noted that there had been no 

engagement with the NMC during the period of the conditions of practice order. In total 

there has been no engagement by Mrs Revill for two years. 

 

The panel heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor.   

 

The panel considered whether Mrs Revill’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 

 

The panel had regard to the fact that Mrs Revill has not submitted anything to it, or the 

previous reviewing panel, in relation to her insight into her failings or elaborated on any 

attempt at remediation. The panel had no information on whether Mrs Revill had any 



   

intention to continue with her nursing practise. The panel concluded that, due to the lack 

of any evidence to the contrary, Mrs Revill has not made any attempt to remediate her 

failings. Therefore Mrs Revill’s fitness to practice remains impaired on the grounds of 

public protection.  

 

The charges involved a failure to appreciate and maintain boundaries between a 

registered nurse and vulnerable service users. In the absence of any new submissions 

from Mrs Revill, the panel concluded that the public would be concerned if a finding of 

impairment was not made. Accordingly, the panel concluded that Mrs Revill’s fitness to 

practise is impaired on public interest grounds 

 

For these reasons, the panel found that Miss Revill’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

Having determined that Mrs Revill’s fitness to practise is currently impaired, the panel 

then considered what, if any, sanction it should impose in this case. The panel noted 

that its powers are set out in Article 29 of the Order. The panel has also taken into 

account the NMC’s Sanctions Guidance (SG) and has borne in mind that the purpose of 

a sanction is not to be punitive, though any sanction imposed may have a punitive 

effect. 

The panel first considered whether to take no action but concluded that this would be 

wholly inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and seriousness of the 

case. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public interest 

to take no further action. 

The panel then considered whether to impose a caution order but concluded that this 

would also be inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and seriousness of 

the case. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public 

interest to impose a caution order. 

The panel next considered whether to impose a conditions of practice order but 

concluded that a conditions of practice order was not appropriate. Mrs Revill has not 



   

practiced as a registered nurse for well over four years. When conditions of practice had 

previously been imposed, Mrs Revill had failed to comply with them and this panel had 

nothing before it which would suggest that a further imposition of conditions of practice 

would be complied with. The continued lack of engagement by Mrs Revill is indicative of 

developing attitudinal problems which means that conditions of practice are not 

appropriate.  

The panel next considered imposing a further suspension order. The panel noted that 

the previous reviewing panel afforded Mrs Revill a period of six months to engage with 

her regulator and clarify her position with regard to her future in nursing. Mrs Revill 

failed to make use of this opportunity. In reviewing the SG, the panel noted that this was 

not an isolated incident and that there is growing evidence of attitudinal issues. Mrs 

Revill failed to take the clear directions of two previous panels and failed to engage. The 

lack of insight and engagement by Mrs Revill means that the risk of repetition remains 

high. The panel determined that a further period of suspension would not serve any 

useful purpose in all of the circumstances. 

The panel determined that it was necessary to take action to prevent Mrs Revill from 

practising as a registered nurse in the future and concluded that the only sanction that 

would adequately protect the public and serve the public interest was a striking-off 

order. The panel was satisfied that the seriousness of the case required the removal of 

Mrs Revill’s name from the register. In light of Mrs Revill’s continued non-engagement 

with her regulator, public confidence in the profession could only be maintained by her 

removal. 

The charges involved a failure to maintain boundaries with vulnerable service users. 

Indeed, she allowed a member of her family to have contact with a service user. By 

doing so, she placed both parties at risk, violated the rights of a service user and 

breached the trust placed in her. Although she did not act with malicious intent, her 

actions were reckless and placed vulnerable service users at risk of harm. Despite initial 

engagement with the process, Mrs Revill has not engaged with her regulator for a 

period of over two years. Mrs Revill has not demonstrated any current remorse and 

continues to show a lack of insight into the effect her actions had on other people. The 

lack of engagement shows a developing attitudinal problem towards the nursing 



   

profession and her regulator. Therefore, the panel decided to impose a striking-off 

order. 

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Revill in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 


