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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 
 

Substantive Order Review Hearing 
 

13 September 2018 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 2 Stratford Place, Montfichet Road, London, E20 1EJ 
 

Name of Registrant Nurse:  Jason Grant Dance 

 
NMC PIN:      13H4636E 

 
Part(s) of the register:  Registered Nurse-Sub Part 1 

 Mental Health Nursing-23 September 2013 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 

 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Najrul Khasru (Chair, Lay member) 

Judith Robbins (Registrant member) 
Andrew Wimbor (Registrant member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Michael Epstein  

 
Panel Secretary: Maya Hussain 
 
Registrant: Not present and not represented  

 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Kim Elcoate May, Case presenter 

 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (6 months) 

  
Outcome: Strike off order to come into effect at the end of 

25 October 2018 in accordance with Article 30 
(1)  
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Service of Notice of Hearing 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Mr Dance was not in 

attendance, nor was he represented in his absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Mr Dance on 13 

August 2018 by recorded delivery and first class post to his registered address. It 

arrived the following day on 14 August 2018 and was signed for in the name of Dance 

on 14 August 2018.  

 

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 11 and 34 of The Nursing and Midwifery Council 

(Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of Council 2004 (as amended February 2012) (the 

Rules).  

 

Proceeding in absence 

 

Ms May submitted that no request for an adjournment had been made by Mr Dance and 

that he had voluntarily absented himself.  

 

The panel then considered proceeding in the absence of Mr Dance. The panel was 

mindful that the discretion to proceed in absence is one which must be exercised with 

the utmost care and caution.  

 

The panel considered all of the information before it, together with the submissions 

made by Ms May. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Mr Dance had been sent notice of today’s hearing and the panel was satisfied that he 

was aware of today’s hearing. The panel noted Mr Dance’s continuous absence in 

previous proceedings and was of the opinion that he had chosen not to be here. The 

panel therefore concluded that he had chosen voluntarily to absent himself. The panel 
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had no reason to believe that an adjournment would result in Mr Dance’s attendance. 

The panel further noted that this is a mandatory review as the order is due to expire at 

the end of 25 October 2018. Having weighed the interests of Mr Dance in regard to his 

attendance to the hearing with those of the NMC and the public interest in an 

expeditious disposal of this hearing the panel determined to proceed in Mr Dance’s 

absence.   

 

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 25 October 2018 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the third substantive order review of this case. At the substantive hearing on 19-

21 September 2016 a panel of the Conduct and Competence Committee imposed a 

conditions of practice order on Mr Dance’s registration for a period of 12 months. The 

order was first reviewed on 6 September 2017 and replaced with a suspension order 

which was imposed for a period of six months. The order was reviewed on 14 March 

2018 and the suspension order was continued for a further 6 months. The current order 

is due to lapse at the end of 25 October 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, on 2 November 2014 following Patient A’s overdose of 

paracetamol:-  

 

1. … 

 

2. Inappropriately instructed colleagues to physically restrain Patient A; 

 

3. Forcibly administered liquid charcoal to Patient A without consent; 
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4. … 

 

5. … 

 

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

misconduct. 

 

The second review panel determined the following with regard to impairment: 

 

“This panel first considered whether Mr Dance’s fitness to practise is currently impaired. 

The panel considered the facts found proved by the panel at the substantive hearing 

and the reasons for these findings.  

 

The panel had regard to the previous review panel’s findings and took account of the 

fact that Mr Dance did not attend his substantive hearing in September 2016. It would 

appear that he has not engaged with the NMC since January 2016. 

 

Prior to this meeting and prior to the previous review which took place in September 

2017, Mr Dance has not submitted anything in relation to his insight into his failings or 

any evidence of an attempt at remediation. The panel has no information even as to 

whether Mr Dance is currently working in the healthcare sector.  

 

The panel concluded that, due to the lack of any evidence to the contrary, Mr Dance 

has not remediated his failings or made any attempt to do so. It took account of what 

the previous panel had stated would be helpful to this panel and noted that none of 

these documents had been provided. It further noted that the NMC wrote to Mr Dance in 

November 2017 to inform him that he would need to get in touch if he wished to have 

his case heard before a panel at a hearing or if there were documents he wanted to put 

before the panel. Mr Dance has not responded to this letter. 

 

The panel therefore concluded that Mr Dance’s fitness to practise remains impaired on 

the grounds of public protection.  
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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 Mr Dance’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.” 

 

The second review panel determined the following with regard to sanction:  

 

“The panel considered that a further period of suspension would allow Mr Dance further 

opportunity to reflect on his failings and make a decision with regard to whether he 

wishes to continue practising as a Registered Nurse. The panel took account of the fact 

that Mr Dance had not been qualified as a Registered Nurse for very long before the 

misconduct took place and determined that he should be given another chance to re-

engage with the NMC and demonstrate that he can return to safe practice. 

 

The panel concluded that a suspension order will adequately protect the public and 

address the public interest in the case. It considered that a period of six months would 

allow Mr Dance the appropriate time to address his failings, initiate remediation and re-

engage with the NMC. 

 

The panel went on to consider a striking off order but considered that as the 

shortcomings in Mr Dance’s practice should be easily remediable, and, if remedied, he 

would have almost his whole career ahead of him, he should be given a further chance 

to resume that career. However, Mr Dance should be aware that, even at this stage, the 

panel gave serious consideration to making a striking off order. Accordingly, he should 

further be aware that in the absence of any meaningful engagement by him before the 

next review of this order there is every chance that he still be struck off.” 
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Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

This panel has considered carefully whether Mr Dance’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. It has taken account of 

the submissions made by Ms May on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Ms May provided a background of the case to the panel. She submitted that there has 

been no change in circumstances and Mr Dance has continued to not engage in the 

NMC proceedings. 

 

Ms May submitted that after the substantive hearing which concluded in September 

2016, Mr Dance was advised in writing, the imposition of a conditions of practice order, 

as to what a reviewing panel may be assisted by when determining his current fitness to 

practise. Ms May asserted that Mr Dance failed to comply with any of the conditions 

made by the substantive hearing.  

 

Ms May submitted that despite two further suspension orders for a period of six months 

imposed in September 2017 and March 2018, Mr Dance has not provided any evidence 

of addressing the concerns found proved. Ms May submitted that in the absence of any 

insight or remediation, there remains a risk of repetition of the behaviour found proved. 

Ms May submitted that given the history of this case and Mr Dance’s continued lack of 

engagement with his regulator, a further suspension order would not serve any purpose. 

In light of this, Ms May invited the panel to consider a striking off order as the 

appropriate sanction in the circumstances.  

 

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



  Page 7 of 8 

 

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 considered whether Mr Dance’s fitness to practise remains impaired. The 

panel noted the initial conditions of practice order made in September 2016 identified 

steps Mr Dance could have taken to remedy the misconduct and impairment. These 

recommendations were repeat communicated to Mr Dance, in writing, in September 

2017. The panel noted that the previous panel on 16 March 2018, decided to impose a 

suspension order so that Mr Dance could have yet another opportunity to present any 

evidence as to his current fitness to practise at a hearing. The previous panel of March 

2018 also stated clearly that if Mr Dance continued failing to engage with the NMC, it 

was very likely a striking off order would be imposed.  Despite this, today’s panel had no 

evidence before it of any compliance with these recommendations and did not have any 

evidence of insight, remediation or remorse. In light of these failings, the panel 

determined that there remains a risk of repetition of the misconduct found proved.  

 

The panel has borne in mind that its primary function was 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 in the public interest as well as on 

public protection grounds is justified. 

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mr Dance’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Mr Dance’s fitness to practise 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. 
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The panel first considered whether to take no further action but concluded that this 

would be inappropriate in light of the risks identified and the lack of engagement by the 

Mr Dance.  

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

would be neither proportionate nor in the public interest to impose a caution order. The 

misconduct is too serious in this case. 

The panel next considered the imposition of a conditions of practice order. The panel 

was satisfied that the misconduct found proved was potentially remediable. However, 

the panel determined that in light of his failure to engage with the recommendations 

made by previous panels, it could not be satisfied that Mr Dance would comply with a 

conditions of practice order. 

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

Mr Dance had not provided any evidence of remorse for his misconduct nor has he 

engaged with the NMC since January 2016. Further, whilst the panel reminded itself 

that the misconduct found proved was potentially remediable, Mr Dance has continued 

to demonstrate a persistent lack of insight into his failing.  

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

purpose in all of the circumstances, particularly when considering Mr Dance’s consistent 

lack of engagement with the NMC as his regulator and his failure to take action in 

response to the recommendations of the previous panels.  

Mr Dance failed to attend the substantive hearing and this review hearing and provided 

no documentary evidence to either hearing. The seriousness of this case is 

incompatible with ongoing registration when all the circumstances are considered.  The 

panel determined that it was necessary to take action to prevent Mr Dance from 

practising 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. 

This decision will be confirmed to Mr Dance in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination.  


