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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Hearing 

 
4 September 2018 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 61 Aldwych, London WC2B 4AE 
 

Name of registrant: Mrs Jane Woodward 
 
NMC PIN:  11H2259E 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Midwife 
 Midwifery (6 September 2012) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Ilana Tessler (Chair, Lay member) 

Bernadette Nipper (Registrant member) 
Diana Corderoy (Registrant member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Tim Bradbury 
 
Panel Secretary: Anjeli Shah 
 
Mrs Woodward: Not present and not represented in absence 
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Leeann Mohamed, Case 

Presenter 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order for 4 months 
  
Outcome: Striking-off order to come into effect on the 

expiry of the current order, namely at the end 
of 8 September 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 Mrs Woodward was not in 

attendance, and she was not represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Mrs Woodward on 6 

August 2018 by recorded delivery and first class post to her registered address. The 

panel noted that notice of this hearing was delivered to Mrs Woodward’s registered 

address on 15 August 2018. Further, the panel noted that notice of this hearing was 

also sent to Mrs Woodward’s representative at Thompsons Solicitors on 9 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”).  
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Proceeding in absence 

 

The panel then considered proceeding in the absence of Mrs Woodward. 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 Mohamed, on behalf of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (“NMC”). The 

panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Ms Mohamed, on behalf of the NMC, submitted that the panel had found good service. 

Whilst the notice of today’s hearing listed the time for the review to take place at 12:30, 

Mrs Woodward had indicated that she would not be attending today’s hearing. Ms 

Mohamed referred the panel to an email from Mrs Woodward dated 25 August 2018, in 

which she stated that she would not be attending the hearing. In that email Mrs 

Woodward asked for representations she had made in an email dated 22 July 2018 to 

be put before this panel. 

 

Ms Mohamed submitted that Mrs Woodward was aware of today’s hearing and she had 

voluntarily absented herself, whilst putting written representations before the panel. She 

therefore invited the panel to proceed in the absence of Mrs Woodward. 

 

The panel had regard to the email from Mrs Woodward dated 25 August 2018 which 

made it clear that she was aware of today’s hearing and that she would not be 

attending. Mrs Woodward had not requested an adjournment and there was no 

suggestion that an adjournment would secure her attendance at a hearing on a future 

date. The panel was therefore of the view that Mrs Woodward had voluntarily absented 

herself from today’s hearing. The panel also had regard to the public interest in the 

expeditious disposal of these proceedings. In these circumstances, the panel 

determined to proceed in the absence of Mrs Woodward. 
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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 8 September 2018 in accordance with Article 30(1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (“the Order”).  

 

This is the fifth review of a substantive order, originally imposed as a 12 month 

suspension order by a panel of the Conduct and Competence Committee on 7 

November 2014. At a fourth review of the substantive order on 21 March 2018 a panel 

of the Fitness to Practise Committee imposed a four month suspension order. The 

current order is due to expire on 8 September 2018.  

 

The panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of 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 by North Bristol NHS Trust ("the Trust') as a Midwife: 

 

 

1.  On 18 December  2012: 

1.1. Administered pethidine to Patient A without a second midwife present 

1.2. Wrote Colleague  A's name in the controlled drug book for the administration 

of pethidine to Patient A, representing  it as Colleague A's signature 

 

2.   Your actions as alleged in charge 1.2 were dishonest in that you: 

2.1. were attempted to show that Colleague A was present when pethidine was 

administered  when that was not the case; and/  or 

2.2. were attempting to show that Colleague A had second checked the 

administration  when she had not; and/ or 

2.3. were representing  the entry as Colleague A's signature when it was not 

 

 

3.   In or around April 2013, 
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3.1. Did not administer Anti- D (Rho) immunoglobulin to Patient B who was 

rhesus negative 

3.2. Carried out a palpation on Patient C's stomach without closing the blinds 

and/or curtains 

 

 

4.   On 17 July 2013, incorrectly prepared an intravenous additive label for 

Patient  D in that you: 

4.1. Wrote the incorrect  patient name of Patient E instead of Patient D 

4.2. Incorrectly labelled that metronizadole  had been added to the infusion bag 

4.3. Incorrectly recorded  the dose of metronizadole administered as 1g when the 

dose was 500mg 

4.4. Did not sign Patient D's MAR chart to record that you had administered IV 

medication to Patient D.  

 

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

 

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

of the fact that Mrs Woodward had previously engaged with NMC proceedings. It 

was confirmed prior to this meeting that there had been no engagement from Mrs 

Woodward with the NMC since prior to the last review.  

 

The panel had regard to the fact that Mrs Woodward has not submitted anything 

further in relation to her insight into her failings or elaborated on any attempt at 

remediation. The panel had no information on the current employment status of 

Mrs Woodward and whether it was in a healthcare setting. It noted the difficulties 

that Mrs Woodward had previously experienced in relation to finding employment 

as a Registered Midwife working under a conditions of practice order but the 

panel was of the view that, in order to protect the public, it is important that she 

remediates her previous failings.  
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The panel took into account the documents and further information which the 

previous reviewing panel had received. It noted that nothing further has been 

provided to this panel. 

 

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

Woodward has not remediated her failings or made any attempt to remediate her 

failings. Therefore Mrs Woodward’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 Woodward’s fitness to practise 

remains impaired.”  

 

The fourth reviewing panel went on to determine the following with regard to sanction:  

 

“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 

four months. 

 

The panel determined that a period of four months would give Mrs Woodward 

time to re-engage with her regulator, reflect upon and clarify her current position 

in relation to whether she intends to practice as a Registered Midwife. If Mrs 

Woodward chooses to re-engage with the NMC process, this panel has 

determined that she would assist a future reviewing panel by requesting and 

attending a hearing and providing the following information:  
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 A detailed explanation of her current and past circumstances, and an 

account of any difficulties that she might have had with complying with the 

conditions of practice order previously imposed;  

 Other information that Mrs Woodward thinks may assist the panel. 

 

 

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 8 

May 2018 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery Order 

2001.  

 

The panel had regard to the option of making a striking off order but determined 

that this would be disproportionate at this time.” 
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Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

This panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Woodward’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 had regard to all of the documentation before it, including an email from Mrs 

Woodward containing written submissions dated 22 July 2018. It took account of the 

submissions made by Ms Mohamed, on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Ms Mohamed submitted, on behalf of the NMC, that the previous panel requested Mrs 

Woodward to provide an explanation of her past and current circumstances, difficulties 

she had with complying with previous conditions of practice and any other information 

which may assist the panel. Ms Mohamed drew the panel’s attention to an email from 

Mrs Woodward dated 22 July 2018. In that email Mrs Woodward stated that she has 

been working as a Health Care Assistant (“HCA”)/Phlebotomist for the last three years, 

and that she did not want to jeopardise losing this post in order to complete a conditions 

of practice order. Mrs Woodward went on to state that she had resigned herself to the 

fact that she would not be returning to midwifery practice “in the near future”.  

 

Ms Mohamed submitted that Mrs Woodward’s practice is currently impaired as the 

clinical failings in this case had not been remediated. This was in light of the fact that 

previous conditions of practice, put in place to address the clinical concerns, had not 

been met. Ms Mohamed submitted that it may be difficult to formulate conditions of 

practice given Mrs Woodward’s expression of her intention to not return to midwifery 

practice in the near future. Ms Mohamed invited the panel to consider whether, in light 

of this, a further period of suspension would be appropriate, or whether to impose a 

striking-off order. Ms Mohamed submitted that a sanction was still necessary on public 

protection and public interest grounds. 
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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 considered whether Mrs Woodward’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

The panel had regard to Mrs Woodward’s email dated 22 July 2018, in which she 

indicated that she had tried numerous times to secure a placement at a maternity unit to 

remediate her practice, however she had decided now to focus on her job as a 

HCA/Phlebotomist and had decided not to return to midwifery practice in the near 

future. The panel acknowledged the attempts Mrs Woodward has made to secure a 

placement. However, given that she had not been able to address the concerns 

highlighted by previous panels with regard to her clinical practice, and she had not 

practised as a midwife for over four years, the panel considered that the original clinical 

concerns have not been addressed and therefore a risk of repetition remained. The 

panel therefore determined that a finding of impairment remained necessary on the 

grounds of public protection.  

 

The panel bore 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 a 

finding of impairment also remained necessary on public interest grounds. 

 

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

impaired.  
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Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Mrs Woodward’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 also took into account the 

NMC’s Sanctions Guidance (“SG”) and bore 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 and to allow the existing order to 

lapse on expiry with the result that Mrs Woodward’s registration would thereby lapse. 

However, the panel concluded that this would be inappropriate in view of the fact that 

Mrs Woodward might apply for readmission to the register in the future and the risk of 

repetition previously identified would remain. The panel determined that taking no action 

would not protect the public and it would not satisfy the public interest. 

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 the 

seriousness of the case. The panel determined that imposing a caution order would not 

protect the public and it would not satisfy the public interest. 

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

had regard to the fact that a conditions of practice had been imposed previously, but 

Mrs Woodward had been unable to fulfil the requirements of the order. Mrs Woodward 

had indicated that she did not intend to return to midwifery practice in the near future. In 

these circumstances, the panel considered that it was not possible to formulate 

workable conditions which would be sufficient to protect the public and satisfy the public 

interest.  

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

Mrs Woodward had been subject to previous periods of suspension. Whilst Mrs 

Woodward had complied with the recommendation of the previous panel to provide an 

explanation of her future intentions, and had expressed her intention to not return to 

midwifery practice in the near future, the panel did not consider that a further period of 

suspension would serve any useful purpose in allowing Mrs Woodward to remediate her 

clinical failings. The panel determined that it was now necessary to take action to 
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prevent Mrs Woodward 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 Mrs Woodward in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


