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Name of registrant: Mr Bye Mohamed Rezah Meethoo 
 
NMC PIN:  88Y2500E 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub Part 1  
 Mental Health – 25 November 1992 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Mr John Weeden (Chair, Lay member) 

Mrs Evette Roberts (Registrant member) 
Ms Gillian Seager (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Mr Oliver Wise 
 
Panel Secretary: Miss Tereka Bowes 
 
Mr Meethoo: Present, not represented  
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Francis O’Toole, Case 

Presenter 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension order (9 months) 
  
Outcome: Striking-Off Order 
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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 14 November 2018 in accordance with Article 30(1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the second review of a suspension order originally imposed by a panel of the 

Conduct and Competence Committee on 13 January 2017 for 12 months. A reviewing 

panel of the Fitness to Practise Committee imposed a further period of nine months 

suspension on 4 January 2018.The current order is due to expire at the end of 14 

November 2018.  

 

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

 

The charges found proved (some by way of admission) which resulted in the imposition 

of the substantive order were as follows: 

  
That you a registered mental health nurse, whilst employed by Cygnet Healthcare as a 

staff nurse and nurse in charge at Cygnet Hospital Beckton: 

1. …  

2. During the night shift commencing 17 October 2012 in relation to one or more of 

the patients set out in schedule 1 you: 

2.1. Failed to carry out observations between approximately 01:00 and 01:40; 

(Admitted) 

2.2. Incorrectly recorded on the Hooper Ward 15 minute observation record that 

you observed one or more patients at 01:00 and/or 01:15. (Admitted) 

3. Your conduct at charge 2.2 was dishonest in that you intended to give the 

impression that you had conducted the observations when you knew that this 

was not true. 
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4. On the nightshift commencing 17 October 2012 you did not ensure that 15 

minutes observations were undertaken and/or recorded by staff for one or more 

of the patients set out in schedule 1 between approximately 23:24 and 01.00. 

5. Your conduct at charge 2 and/or 4 contributed to the death of Patient A.  

 

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

“The panel noted that no new information had been provided by Mr Meethoo 

since the Substantive Hearing in January 2017, despite the previous panel’s 

clear guidance to him in the form of its recommendations regarding the type of 

evidence that might assist this reviewing panel. Those recommendations had 

been reinforced to Mr Meethoo in correspondence from the NMC’s case officer 

on three occasions: 20 January 2017, 3 November 2017 and 21 November 2017. 

No response had been received to any of those letters, despite Mr Meethoo 

having engaged fully prior to and at the substantive hearing and having informed 

the substantive panel that he was keen to resume his nursing career. 

 

Given the lack of engagement and communication from Mr Meethoo, there was a 

complete absence of any evidence to demonstrate that he had remedied, or was 

in the process of remedying, the failings identified in this case. There was no 

evidence to demonstrate that his insight had developed since the time of the 

substantive hearing, and no information about what if any work or training he has 

undertaken since that time or as to his current intentions with regard to his 

nursing career. It appeared that Mr Meethoo had not worked as a nurse since 

2013.  

 

In the absence of such evidence, the panel had no information to satisfy it that Mr 

Meethoo’s fitness to practise was no longer impaired. It had received no new 

information that would undermine the previous panel’s findings or allow it to 

reach a different conclusion on impairment. In the circumstances, the panel 

concluded that there remains a risk of repetition of conduct which could place 
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patients at risk of harm, and that Mr Meethoo’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired on public protection grounds.  

 

In addition, the panel noted that the substantive panel had considered that the 

case was finely balanced between a suspension order and a striking off order. Mr 

Meethoo appeared to have disregarded the clear recommendations made by his 

regulator in order to assist him in remedying his failings, and further appeared to 

have disengaged from communication with his regulator. The panel considered 

that to find no impairment in the context of this behaviour since the substantive 

hearing would undermine public confidence in the regulator and the regulatory 

process. Accordingly the panel considered that a finding of impairment continued 

to be necessary on wider public interest grounds, in order to declare and uphold 

proper professional standards and maintain public confidence in the profession 

and the regulatory process. 

 

The panel therefore concluded that Mr Meethoo’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.” 

 

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

 

“In the circumstances, the panel took the view that at this stage, it would be 

disproportionate to impose a striking-off order, and that it would be appropriate to 

impose a further period of suspension in order to allow Mr Meethoo a further (and 

potentially final) opportunity to re-engage with his regulator, to take steps to 

remedy the deficiencies in his practice and his insight, and to provide evidence to 

a future reviewing panel. In reaching this decision, however, the panel wished to 

remind Mr Meethoo that if he continues to disengage with his regulator and with 

the process of remediation, the time may come when a future reviewing panel 

takes the view that the situation is no longer compatible with ongoing registration 

and that a striking-off order is the only proportionate outcome available. Omitting 

to take this opportunity might support a conclusion by the next reviewing panel 

that Mr Meetho has a “persistent lack of insight into seriousness of actions or 
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consequences” , a factor which can be taken into account when considering 

whether a striking-off order is likely to be appropriate (SG). 

In all the circumstances the panel concluded that the appropriate and 

proportionate sanction at this time would be to impose a further period of 

suspension. The panel concluded that the order should be for 9 months. The 

panel noted that Mr Meetho has already had a significant amount of time to 

demonstrate that he has reflected on and remediated his practice, but has failed 

to avail himself of this opportunity. A further suspension order for 9 months would 

in the panel’s view provide a sufficient period for Mr Meethoo to take the steps he 

now needs to take to reengage with the NMC, demonstrate insight and 

remediation and demonstrate a commitment to remaining on the nursing register 

should he choose to do so. 

Under Article 30(1)(a) of the Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001, this order will 

come into force at the end of 14  February 2018, when the current suspension 

order expires. 

The panel echoed the previous panel by suggesting to Mr Meethoo that a future 

reviewing panel would be assisted by: 

 a written reflective piece; 

 

a)  focusing on the gravity and potential impact of his misconduct on 

patients, family, colleagues and the wider public; and 

b) evidencing a greater understanding of the circumstances that led to 

his misconduct and how he would manage a similar situation in the 

future to ensure that there is no repetition of the behaviour 

 

 information about his future plans and intentions with regard to his nursing 

career, and if he does wish to resume that career, evidence demonstrating 

his commitment to the nursing profession, such as training, and any work 

undertaken in the healthcare field; 

 positive testimonials as to his character from any employers, paid or 

voluntary; 
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 if Mr Meethoo no longer intends or wishes to pursue a career in nursing, 

information to that effect;  

 his attendance or engagement at any future review hearing or meeting.” 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

The panel today has considered carefully whether your 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, namely the NMC bundle. 

It has taken account of the submissions made by Mr O’Toole on behalf of the NMC and 

from you.  

 

Mr O’Toole outlined the background of the case to the panel as well as the findings and 

recommendations of the previous substantive hearing and substantive order review 

meeting. He submitted that there has been no material change of circumstances since 

the last meeting and the original substantive order. Mr O’Toole further submitted that 

you have shown no evidence of remediation and you therefore remain impaired. He 

submitted that the risk of repetition is high and therefore patients will be put at risk. 

Furthermore there is an ongoing risk of bringing the profession into disrepute.  

 

You gave evidence under affirmation. You informed the panel that you did not provide 

the documentation suggested in the previous determinations as you were hoping to 

“come in person”. 

 

You informed the panel that you have been doing some work as a security guard for the 

past few years and that you have not worked in healthcare for a while. However, you 

told the panel that you have worked three shifts as a care assistant and you have done 

a two/three day course in control and restraint which you paid for yourself.  
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When questioned about what you have learned from the incident which led to your 

referral, you told the panel that there was initially a lack of reflection on your part. You 

also told the panel that you did not supervise junior staff members as much as you 

should have done and that you got ‘caught up’ in paper work.  

 

You put forward to the panel that you regret everything that had happened. You did not 

supervise as you should have done and you panicked at the time of the incident. You 

also informed the panel that you would like to be given another chance to return to 

nursing.  

 

You acknowledged that what happened was very serious as you have been brought 

before your regulator and you were suspended. 

 

You told the panel that “nursing is what I do” and that you really enjoy working as a 

nurse because you find the role rewarding and that you want to return to practising as a 

nurse. 

 

The panel raised the question of an adjournment in order to give you a further chance to 

provide the written material which the two previous panels had suggested you 

produced. Mr O’Toole objected to that course of action on the basis that you had had 

ample opportunity to provide the information in question. You stated that you would 

want an adjournment and that you could prepare a written reflective piece and obtain 

some testimonials within two weeks. You also said that you would waive any 

requirements of notice when the panel reconvened.  

 

The panel noted that you had received the determinations of the previous substantive 

hearing and the review meeting. The panel determined that you had had a long time to 

prepare for this hearing, and noted that two letters were sent to you in July and August 

of this year which reminded you of the previous panels’ recommendations. In all the 

circumstances the panel decided that the public interest outweighed your interest and 

determined to proceed with your hearing without adjournment. 
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In reaching its decision on impairment, 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 your fitness to practise remains impaired. 

 

The panel concluded that you remain liable to place patients at an unwarranted risk of 

harm, to breach fundamental tenets of the nursing profession, and to bring the 

profession into disrepute. The panel was pleased that you attended this hearing but 

considered that your evidence did not support your case that you are now fit to return to 

practice. Although it appeared from your oral evidence that you had developed more 

insight than you had at your original hearing, the panel was not satisfied that you truly 

understand the seriousness of your case and its impact upon colleagues and the public. 

The panel also considered that you have undertaken only one training course relating to 

nursing over the past six years. The panel therefore decided that, in the absence of 

appropriate levels of insight and remediation, there remains a risk of repetition. The 

panel has concluded that a finding of current impairment remains necessary on public 

protection and public interest grounds.  

 

The panel had 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.  

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that your fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found your  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 of 2018) 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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Mr O’Toole referred the panel to the SG.  He referred to the determination of the last 

review (quoted above) which warned that consideration of a striking off by this current 

panel may be the only proportionate outcome. He indicated that the panel should 

exercise its own judgment as to the appropriate sanction and he did not make a 

submission in support of any particular sanction.  

The panel considered the remarks of the previous panel and noted that for the second 

time you have completely failed to provide the NMC with any of the written information 

recommended. This was in spite of various reminders sent to you by letters. 

The panel then considered whether to take no action, impose a caution order or 

conditions of practice order but concluded that this would 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 take no further action or impose a 

caution order or conditions of practice order but concluded that all of these would be 

inappropriate. 

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

you have not demonstrated any remediation into your misconduct. 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 you 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. 

Accordingly, the current substantive order will expire at the end of 14 November 2018, 

following which the striking off order will come into effect. 

This decision will be confirmed to you in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


