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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Meeting 

5 April 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Amanda Ann Robson 
 
NMC PIN:  84K0742E  
 
Part(s) of the register: Mental Health Nurse – Sub Part 2  
  (8 January 1987) 
  Mental Health Nurse – Sub Part 1  
  (10 February 1991) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Conviction 
 
Panel Members: Anne Owen (Chair, Registrant member) 

Anita Underwood (Registrant member) 
Patricia Breslin (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: John Bromley Davenport QC  
 
Panel Secretary: Sophie Cubillo - Barsi 
 
Facts proved: Charge 1 
 
Fitness to practise: Impaired 
 
Sanction: Striking off order 
 
Interim Order: Interim suspension order – 18 months 
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Details of charge: 

 

That you, a registered nurse: 
 

1. On 22 August 2018, at Oxford Crown Court were convicted of: 
 

a) Disclosing private sexual photographs or film.  
b) Harassment.  

 

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

conviction(s).   

 

Charge found proved 
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Decision on Service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this meeting that written notice of this meeting 

had been sent to Mrs Robson’s registered address by recorded delivery and by first 

class post on 20 February 2019. Notice of this meeting was delivered and signed for on 

14 March 2019, alongside the printed name of ‘Mark’.  

 

The panel took into account that the notice letter provided details of the allegation, the 

time, date and venue of the meeting.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Robson 

has been served with notice of this meeting in accordance with the requirements of 

Rules 11 and 34 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004, 

as amended (“the Rules”). It noted that the rules do not require delivery and that it is the 

responsibility of any registrant to maintain an effective and up-to-date registered 

address.  

 

Background 

 

Mrs Robson had been employed by Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust (“the Trust”) 

since 21 July 2008. She had continuous NHS service extending back to 1984. At the 

Trust, she was working as a Staff Nurse on the Psychiatric Intensive Care Unit at 

Littlemore Mental Health Centre. 

 

Mrs Robson commenced a relationship with Mr 1 in 2014. The relationship began as a 

casual one but then became a sexual relationship. During the course of their 

relationship, in excess of 74,000 messages were exchanged between them. These 

messages included Mr 1 sending a number of photographs of himself in states of 

undress and intimate poses, and he also sent a video of himself masturbating. Mr 1 had 
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told the Mrs Robson that he loved her and stated he was not seeing anyone else. The 

relationship began to breakdown in around 2015 but in Spring 2016, Mr 1 met a new 

partner (Ms 1) and the difficulties began from that point onwards. In April 2017, Mrs 

Robson made contact with Ms 1 to tell her about her relationship with Mr 1. Mrs Robson 

started to post increasingly caustic and sarcastic comments on social media and in July 

2017 Mr 1 instructed solicitors to write to Mrs Robson to give her a formal warning to 

desist the harassment.  

 

The charge of disclosing private photographs relates to Mrs Robson, between 6 July 

and 24 October 2017: 

 

 On 5 September 2017, posting a picture to Instagram of Mr 1’s penis with a 

caption “yum”.  

 Posting a photograph of him naked from the front, with an emoji covering his 

penis and a caption “every night for a week”.  

 Using hashtags like “liar”, “cheat” and “mug” with a picture of him laying naked on 

his front with his buttocks exposed and a caption “a complete arse”.  

 Posting a picture of his private parts with a purple face on saying “lol, he’s 

stalking me again, he’s a prat. I’ve met him numerous times. Does he share 

pornographic with all women?”.  

 Posting a still on Twitter from a video of him masturbating with the comment 

“cunt”. She also tagged his workplace in this post.  

 

In relation to the harassment charges with Mr 1 the contact escalated following the letter 

from his solicitor. In relation to Ms 1, she described that Mrs Robson used numerous 

Twitter accounts to message her, abuse her, comment about her and make comments 

at her. She also mentions that Mrs Robson posted photos of her with abusive 

comments, referred to her as the “snail” or “haggis” (referencing her Scottish heritage), 

monitored her Instagram so that when she made a post Mrs Robson would take a 

screenshot of it then post it to Twitter with an abusive comment, and posted 

photographs of her street with part of her house. Mrs Robson indicated in those posts 
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that she would not stop the harassment and abuse, and would continue to cause misery 

to her and Mr 1 by posting these messages. Mrs Robson also contacted Ms 1’s 

workplace. Ms 1 says that she felt “harassed, alarmed and distressed” by the posts.  

 

Within the transcript it is noted that Mrs Robson sent a letter to Mr 1 on 7 September 

2017 apologising for her behaviour and promising that it would not happen again but it 

continued with Ms 1 for at least another month after that. [PRIVATE] The representative 

also notes that in an interview in October 2017 the Registrant said “I hate it. I hate what 

I’ve done to him. I hate what I’ve done to her, because I’m actually not that kind of 

person. I just regret it. I wish I hadn’t done it. I just wish I’d walked away”.  

 

Mrs Robson was convicted on 22 August 2018 at Oxford Crown Court of one offence of 

disclosing private sexual photographs or film, and two counts of harassment. The 

harassment relates to her ex-partner, Mr 1 and his new partner Ms 2, abusing them and 

disclosing the private sexual photographs or film. Mrs Robson was sentenced to 6 

months imprisonment (suspended for 24 months), was ordered to undertake a 

Rehabilitation Activity Requirement with a maximum of 25 days, and was given a 

Restraining Order until further order. For each of the harassments, she was given 2 

months imprisonment (suspended for 24 months) to run concurrently.  

 

Decision on the findings on facts and reasons 

 

The charges concern Mrs Robson’s conviction and, having been provided with a copy of 

the certificate of conviction, the panel finds that the facts are found proved in 

accordance with Rule 31 (2) and (3) of the Rules which states: 

 

(2)   Where a registrant has been convicted of a criminal offence 

(a) a copy of the certificate of conviction, certified by a competent officer of 

a Court in the United Kingdom (or, in Scotland, an extract conviction) 

shall be conclusive proof of the conviction; and 
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(b) the findings of fact upon which the conviction is based shall be 

admissible as proof of those facts. 

(3) The only evidence which may be adduced by the registrant in rebuttal of a 

conviction certified or extracted in accordance with paragraph (2)(a) is 

evidence for the purpose of proving that she is not the person referred to in 

the certificate or extract. 

 

Decision on impairment 

 

The panel next went on to decide if as a result of this conviction, Mrs Robson’s fitness 

to practise is currently impaired. 

 

The panel was of the view that Mrs Robson’s actions did fall significantly short of the 

standards expected of a registered nurse, and that her actions amounted to a breach of 

the Code. Specifically: 

 

20 Uphold the reputation of your profession at all times 

 

20.1 keep to and uphold the standards and values set out in the Code  

 

20.2 act with honesty and integrity at all times, treating people fairly and without 

discrimination, bullying or harassment  

 

20.4 keep to the laws of the country in which you are practising  

 

20.8 act as a role model of professional behaviour for students and newly qualified 

nurses, midwives and nursing associates to aspire to 

 

Nurses occupy a position of privilege and trust in society and are expected at all times 

to be professional. To justify that trust, nurses must be honest and open and act with 
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integrity. They must make sure that their conduct at all times justifies both their patients’ 

and the public’s trust in the profession. In this regard the panel considered the judgment 

of Mrs Justice Cox in the case of Council for Healthcare Regulatory Excellence v (1) 

Nursing and Midwifery Council (2) Grant [2011] EWHC 927 (Admin) in reaching its 

decision. In paragraph 74 she said: 

 

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

reason of misconduct, 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.  

 

Mrs Justice Cox went on to say in Paragraph 76: 

 

I would also add the following observations in this case having heard 

submissions, principally from Ms McDonald, as to the helpful and 

comprehensive approach to determining this issue formulated by 

Dame Janet Smith in her Fifth Report from Shipman, referred to above. 

At paragraph 25.67 she identified the following as an appropriate test for 

panels considering impairment of a doctor’s fitness to practise, but in my 

view the test would be equally applicable to other practitioners governed 

by different regulatory schemes. 

 

Do our findings of fact in respect of the doctor’s misconduct, 

deficient professional performance, adverse health, conviction, 

caution or determination show that his/her fitness to practise is 

impaired in the sense that s/he: 

 

a. … 
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b. has in the past brought and/or is liable in the future to bring the 

medical profession into disrepute; and/or 

 

c. has in the past breached and/or is liable in the future to breach 

one of the fundamental tenets of the medical profession; and/or 

 

d. … 

 

 

The panel determined that limbs b and c of the Grant test are engaged in this 

case. The panel was of the view that Mrs Robson’s conduct has clearly brought 

the reputation of the nursing profession into disrepute. The conviction relates to 

two serious offences which resulted in custodial sentences (albeit suspended). 

Further, Mrs Robson has breached one of the fundamental tenets of the 

profession by not adhering to the laws of the country.  

 

When considering Mrs Robson’s insight, the panel referred to the court 

transcript, which detailed Mrs Robson’s statement during an interview in 

October 2017, in which she states: 

 

“I hate it. I hate what I’ve done to him. I hate what I’ve done to her. 

Because I’m actually not that kind of person. I just regret it. I wish I 

hadn’t done it. I just wish I’d walked away.” 

 

Whilst the panel noted, that at that time, Mrs Robson attempts to 

acknowledge her wrongdoing, it determined that her insight was woefully 

inadequate. This position is supported by an email from Mrs Robson, to the 

NMC, dated 22 March 2019, within which she states: 
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“Your information is wrong my trial date was 13.09.18. She is not his new partner he 

met her 6 months before me, he was leading a double life. I will not be attending a 

meeting or a hearing. I left the NHS and claimed my pension. The NHS is in turmoil but 

you are determined to strike me off. I was sick to death of working with agency staff who 

could not speak good English and were incapable of doing the job they were getting 

paid a lot more than I was. I worked 35 years in the NHS despite being ‘head hunted’ by 

those setting up private hospitals and agencies. I have no previous involvement with 

police apart from my role as a nurse. Do what you want.” 

 

The panel found the tone of the correspondence to be passive aggressive. The panel 

determined that whilst Mrs Robson has demonstrated some regret as to her actions, 

she has not demonstrated any remorse. Further, the panel had no evidence before it to 

demonstrate that Mrs Robson had developed insight into her failings or evidenced an 

understanding of how her conviction may have impacted upon the nursing profession. 

To the contrary, the panel determined that Mrs Robson has failed to grasp the severity 

of her wrongdoings.  

 

In light of Mrs Robson’s limited insight and in the absence of a substantive repsonse 

from her in relation to her conviction, the panel could not be satisfied that Mrs Robson 

would not repeat the behaviour found proved. It therefore determined that there is a risk 

of repetition in Mrs Robson’s case.   

 

The panel bore in mind that the overarching objectives of the NMC are to protect, 

promote and maintain the health, safety and wellbeing of the public and patients, and to 

uphold and protect the wider public interest, which includes promoting and maintaining 

public confidence in the nursing and midwifery professions and upholding the proper 

professional standards for members of those professions. The panel was of the view 

that the public would be shocked to hear that a registered nurse had received a 

sentence of imprisonment, albeit suspended, for harassment and disclosing private 

sexual photographs or film.  The panel therefore determined that, in this case, a finding 

of impairment on public interest grounds was required.  
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Having regard to all of the above, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Robson’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. 

 

Determination on sanction:  

 

The panel has considered this case very carefully and has decided to make a striking-

off order. It directs the registrar to strike Mrs Robson off the register.  

 

In reaching this decision, the panel has had regard to all the evidence that has been 

adduced in this case. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. The panel 

has borne in mind that any sanction imposed must be appropriate and proportionate 

and, although not intended to be punitive in its effect, may have such consequences. 

The panel had careful regard to the Sanctions Guidance (“SG”) published by the NMC. 

It recognised that the decision on sanction is a matter for the panel, exercising its own 

independent judgement.  

 

The panel considered the following aggravating and mitigating factors: 

 

Aggravating 

 The charges involve sexual misconduct; 

 The charges occurred over a prolonged period of time. 

 The charges were so serious that Mrs Robson received a custodial sentence 

(albeit suspended). 

 

 

Mitigating 

 Mrs Robson was under considerable emotional strain at the time the charges 

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

inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case. The panel decided that it would be 

neither proportionate nor in the public interest to take no further action. 

 

Next, in considering whether a caution order would be appropriate in the circumstances, 

the panel took into account the SG, which states that a caution order may be 

appropriate where ‘the case is at the lower end of the spectrum of impaired fitness to 

practise and the Fitness to Practise Committee wishes to mark that the behaviour was 

unacceptable and must not happen again.’ The panel considered that Mrs Robson’s 

behaviour was not at the lower end of the spectrum and that a caution order would be 

inappropriate in view of the 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 placing conditions of practice on Mrs Robson’s 

registration would be a sufficient and appropriate response. However, the panel is of the 

view that there are no practical or workable conditions that could be formulated, given 

the nature of the charge in this case. The conviction in this case does not relate to Mrs 

Robson’s clinical abilities and is not something that can be addressed through 

retraining. Furthermore the panel concluded that the placing of conditions on Mrs 

Robson’s registration would not adequately address the seriousness of this case and 

would not address the public interest concerns.  

 

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

appropriate sanction. The conduct, as highlighted by the facts found proved, was a 

significant departure from the standards expected of a registered nurse. Mrs Robson’s 

has demonstrated a lack of insight, particularly in relation to recognising the impact her 

behaviour had upon Mr 1 and Ms 2 and further, how her conviction could impacted the 

reputation of the nursing profession. The panel determined that the serious breach of 

the fundamental tenets of the profession evidenced by Mrs Robson’s actions are 

fundamentally incompatible with her remaining on the register. The panel has taken into 

account the mitigation in Mrs Robson’s case. However, in this particular case, the panel 
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determined that a suspension order would not be a sufficient, appropriate or 

proportionate sanction.  

 

The panel was of the view that the findings in this particular case demonstrate that Mrs 

Robson’s actions were serious and to allow her to continue practising would undermine 

public confidence in the profession and in the NMC as a regulatory body. 

 

Balancing all of these factors and after taking into account all the evidence before it 

during this case, the panel determined that the appropriate and proportionate sanction 

is that of a striking-off order. Mrs Robson’s actions brought the profession into disrepute 

by adversely affecting the public’s view of how a registered nurse should conduct 

herself. The panel has concluded that nothing short of a striking off order would be 

sufficient in this case. 

 

The panel considered that this order was necessary to mark the importance of 

maintaining public confidence in the profession, and to send to the public and the 

profession a clear message about the standard of behaviour required of a registered 

nurse. 

 

Determination on Interim Order 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

The panel was satisfied that an interim suspension order is necessary for the protection 

of the public and is otherwise in the public interest. The panel had regard to the 

seriousness of the facts found proved and the reasons set out in its decision for the 

substantive order in reaching the decision to impose an interim order. To do otherwise 

would be incompatible with its earlier findings. 

 

The period of this order is for 18 months to allow for the possibility of an appeal to be 

made and determined. 
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If no appeal is made, then the interim order will be replaced by the striking-off order 28 

days after Mrs Robson is sent the decision of this hearing in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 


