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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

 
3 September 2018 

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

 
Name of registrant: Beverley Rose Robinson 
 
NMC PIN:  92J0336E 
 
Part(s) of the register: RNA, Registered Nurse (sub part 1) 
  Adult (28 September 1995). 
 
  RM, Registered Midwife 
  Midwifery (15 May 2000). 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Kathryn Eastwood (Chair, Registrant member) 

Christina McKenzie (Registrant member) 
Ian Dawes (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Ben Stephenson  
 
Panel Secretary: Rob James 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (12 months) 
  
Outcome: Striking off order to come into effect 

immediately in accordance with Article 30 (2) & 
(4) 
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Service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel first considered whether Notice of this meeting has been served in 

accordance with the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004.  

It was presented with information that Notice was sent by recorded delivery and first 

class post to Mrs Robinson’s registered address on 5 July 2017.  Track and trace 

indicates that the notice was delivered on 6 July 2017. 

 

The legal assessor advised that service had been effected in accordance with the 

Rules.  

 

The panel is satisfied that by sending notification of the meeting to her registered 

address, Mrs Robinson has been served with Notice in accordance with the 

requirements of the Rules.  

 

Reasons for review determination 

This is the first substantive order review of this case. At a substantive meeting on 1 

September 2017, a panel of the Fitness to Practise Committee imposed a suspension 

order on Mrs Robinson’s registration for a period of 12 months. The current order is due 

to lapse at the end of 4 October 2018. 

 

Decision and reasons on review of the current order: 

The panel decided to impose a striking off order. This order will come into immediate 

effect in accordance with Article 30 (2) and (4).  

 

The panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001(the Order).  

 

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

substantive order were as follows: 

 

“That you, whilst employed as a Band 6 Midwife at Walsall Healthcare 
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NHS Trust: 

 

1. On 26 November 2014: 

a. Failed to document Patient A’s admission [proved] 

b. Failed to document the resuscitation of Baby B in the maternal notes [proved] 

c. Inaccurately recorded Baby B’s resuscitation as basic when this was not in fact 

correct [proved] 

d. Failed to complete the resuscitation proforma following the resuscitation of 

Baby B [proved] 

 

2. On 14 February 2015: 

a. Failed to label Patient C’s placenta bag [proved] 

b. Failed to maintain contemporaneous records in that you did not record the 

care you provided to Patient C on the day the care was provided [proved] 

c. Failed to record the administration of Syntometrine to Patient C [proved] 

 

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

misconduct.” 

 

The substantive panel determined the following with regard to impairment: 

 

“Accurate record keeping is a fundamental tenet of the Nursing and Midwifery 

professions, being dual qualified, Ms Robinson would be aware of the duty she 

has to uphold the standards of her profession and to make accurate patient 

records. The panel considered that the failure to ensure adequate and timeous 

records gave rise to the potentiality of a risk of harm to patients. The panel 

determined that Ms Robinson’s omissions breached fundamental tenets of the 

profession. Nurses and Midwives are held to a high standard of practice and Ms 

Robinson’s omissions will have brought the reputation of the profession into 

disrepute. Therefore, the panel determined that Ms Robinson’s fitness to practise 

was impaired at the time of her omissions. 
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As regards to whether Ms Robinson’s fitness to practise is currently impaired, the 

panel had regard to her insight, remorse and remediation in order to assess the 

risk of repetition of her misconduct at present.  

 

As regards insight, the panel determined that Ms Robinson has demonstrated 

some degree of insight during the internal investigation. However, this is followed 

by her disengagement from the regulatory process. The panel has been made 

aware that Ms Robinson has retired from Midwifery but has no information before 

it today as regards whether she is practising in any other capacity. Ms Robinson 

has not provided the panel with a completed Standard Directions Form, or a 

comprehensive reflective piece which demonstrates the insight required of her. 

Such insight would demonstrate an awareness of the effect of her omissions on 

patients, her colleagues and the nursing profession, and an appreciation of the 

risk of harm associated with such errors. Therefore, the panel determined that 

Ms Robinson’s insight is insufficient at present. 

 

As regards remorse and remediation, the panel could find no evidence from 

which it could infer that Ms Robinson has taken steps to remediate her practice. 

This is owing to Ms Robinson’s disengagement. The panel is not aware of Ms 

Robinson’s current status of employment, or if she has undertaken any 

subsequent retraining in record keeping since such evidence has not been 

provided by her. Therefore, the panel determined that there was no evidence of 

Ms Robinson having taken steps to remediate her practice. 

 

In the panel’s judgement, the absence of any evidence of remediation, reflection 

or full insight engages a risk of harm to patients and the public. Therefore, the 

panel determined that there remains a risk of repetition. 

 

For all these reasons, the panel determined that Ms Robinson’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired by reason of her misconduct and the risk to patients 

and the public that his fitness to practise engages at present. 
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Having reached this finding, the panel also had regard to paragraph 74 of Mrs 

Justice Cox’s ruling in the case of Grant as follows: 

 

“In determining whether a practitioner’s fitness to practise is impaired ... 

the relevant panel should generally consider not only whether the 

practitioner continues to present a risk to members of the public in his or 

her current role, but also whether the need to uphold proper professional 

standards and public confidence in the profession would be undermined if 

a finding of impairment were not made in the particular circumstances.”  

 

Having regard to all the information before it, the panel was satisfied that the 

“need to uphold proper professional standards and public confidence in the 

profession” would be undermined if a finding of current impairment were not 

made. Therefore, the panel determined that Ms Robinson’s current fitness to 

practise is impaired on grounds of both public protection and in order to uphold 

the public interest.  

 

The substantive panel determined the following with regard to sanction:  

 

“The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on Ms 

Robinson’s registration would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The 

panel is mindful that any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable 

and workable. In view of Ms Robinson having retired from Midwifery practice, the 

panel determined that it was not possible to formulate conditions of practice 

which would be proportionate, measurable and workable, and sufficient to protect 

the public. 

 

The panel then went on to consider whether a suspension order would be an 

appropriate sanction.  

 

The Sanctions Guidance states the following as regards imposing a suspension 

order: 

“Key considerations are: 
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 does the seriousness of the case require temporary removal from the 

register? 

 will a period of suspension be sufficient to protect patients and the public 

interest? 

 

When considering seriousness, the Fitness to Practise Committee will take 

into account the extent of the departure from the standards to be expected 

and the risk of harm to the public interest caused by that departure, along with 

any particular factors it considers relevant on each case. 

This sanction may be appropriate where the misconduct is not fundamentally 

incompatible with continuing to be a registered nurse or midwife in that the 

public interest can be satisfied by a less severe outcome than permanent 

removal from the register. This is more likely to be the case when some or all 

of the following factors are apparent (this list is not exhaustive): 

 

 a single instance of misconduct but where a lesser sanction is not 

sufficient 

 no evidence of harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problems 

 no evidence of repetition of behaviour since the incident” 

 

In view of this, the panel determined that, although there had been a clear breach 

of a fundamental tenet of the profession, there are in Ms Robinson’s case the 

mitigating circumstances that pervaded over her practice at the time of events. 

Moreover, the panel found that there is no evidence to suggest that Ms Robinson 

demonstrates a harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problem. The 

panel looked to the next sanction up, and considered the guidance as regards 

the imposition of a striking-off order. Key considerations, as stated within the 

guidance are: 

 

 can public confidence in the professions and the NMC be maintained if 

the nurse or midwife is not removed from the register? 
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 is striking-off the only sanction which will be sufficient to protect the 

public interest? 

 

 is the seriousness of the case incompatible with ongoing registration 

(see above for the factors to take into account when considering 

seriousness)? 

 

The panel determined that a striking-off order is not the only sanction available at 

this juncture to sufficiently protect the public interest. The panel concluded that 

the seriousness of this case is not currently incompatible with ongoing 

registration and that public protection and public interest can be maintained by a 

suspension order. Taking account of all the information before it the panel 

concluded that a striking off order at this stage would be disproportionate.  

 

Balancing all of these factors the panel has concluded that a suspension order 

would be the appropriate and proportionate sanction. 

 

The panel determined that a suspension order for a period of 12 months was 

appropriate in this case to mark the seriousness of the misconduct and to protect 

the public. This time period also affords Ms Robinson the opportunity to produce 

information demonstrating her insight and remediation to prove to a future 

reviewing panel that her fitness to practise is no longer impaired, should she wish 

to continue practising and to return to the register without restriction.” 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

This panel first considered whether Mrs Robinson’s fitness to practise is currently 

impaired. The panel considered the facts found proved by the panel at the substantive 

meeting.  

 

This panel had regard to the fact that Mrs Robinson has disengaged with her regulator 

at an early stage and further to the substantive meeting there has still been no 
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engagement. Mrs Robinson has not submitted any evidence in relation to her insight 

into her failings or elaborated on any attempt at remediation.  

 

The panel had no information relating to Mrs Robinson’s current employment status. 

 

The panel concluded that, due to the lack of any evidence to the contrary, Mrs Robinson 

has not remediated her failings or made clear her plans to attempt to do so. Therefore 

Mrs Robinson’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 and Midwifery 

professions 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 Robinson’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having decided that Mrs Robinson’s fitness to practise remains impaired, the panel 

considered what sanction, if any, it should impose in respect of her registration.  In 

reaching its decision on sanction, the panel has considered all the information that has 

been placed before it. 

 

The panel also took into account the aggravating and mitigating factors that were 

determined by the substantive panel. 

The panel first considered whether to take no action, and thereby allow the current 

order to lapse, 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. 
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The panel then considered whether to impose a caution but concluded that this too 

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 impose a caution order. 

The panel next went on to consider a conditions of practice order. It was of the view that 

Mrs Robinson has shown no signs that she is willing to engage with the NMC and 

comply with any conditions of practice that that panel may consider appropriate to 

protect the public and address the public interest. It therefore determined that in the light 

of this, conditions are not appropriate or workable. 

 

The panel went on to consider whether to extend the period of the suspension order. 

The panel noted that Mrs Robinson was given a clear indication by the previous panel 

that she should “produce information demonstrating her insight and remediation to 

prove to a future reviewing panel that her fitness to practise is no longer impaired”. 

However, she has failed to do this.  Mrs Robinson’s failure to engage with her regulator 

is a matter of serious concern. She has failed to demonstrate that she has gained any 

further insight into the seriousness of her actions and their potential consequences and 

to demonstrate a willingness to remediate. In all the circumstances, the panel concluded 

that a further period of suspension would serve no useful purpose.  

 

The panel was of the view that it is incumbent upon a registrant whose fitness to 

practise has been found to be impaired to engage appropriately with their regulator to 

remediate their failings. Mrs Robinson’s persistent lack of engagement and insight 

during the regulatory process is indicative of an attitudinal problem on her part. Such 

behaviour, taken in the context of the misconduct found proved, is fundamentally 

incompatible with remaining on the NMC register.  

 

The panel has therefore determined that the only appropriate and proportionate 

sanction in this case is to replace the current suspension order with a striking-off order. 

The panel is satisfied that a striking-off order is the only order that would be sufficient to 

protect the public and the wider public interest in maintaining public confidence in the 

profession and the regulatory process and to declare and uphold proper standards of 

conduct and behaviour. 
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The panel has no detailed up to date information regarding Mrs Robinson’s current 

personal or professional circumstances. Thus it has no specific information as to the 

impact on her of a striking-off order. Nevertheless, the panel is satisfied that the public 

interest outweighs Mrs Robinson’s own interests in this case. 

 

In consideration of the striking off order, the panel determined that there has been no 

engagement from Mrs Robinson since prior to the substantive meeting. It therefore 

determined that the striking-off order will take immediate effect in accordance with 

Article 30(2) & (4) of the Order. The panel therefore directs the Registrar to strike Mrs 

Robinson’s name from the NMC register. She may not apply for restoration until a 

period of five years after the date the striking-off order takes effect. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Robinson in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


