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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

9 December 2019 
 

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

 
 
Name of registrant:   Tanya Petrova 
 
NMC PIN:  08D0034C  
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Midwife – April 2008 
 
Area of registered address: England 
 
Type of case: Lack of competence 
 
Panel members: Jennifer Laing (Chair, Registrant member) 

Elaine Biscoe  (Registrant member) 
Dale Simon   (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: James Holdsworth  
 
Panel Secretary: Ruth Bass 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension order (8 months) 
  
Outcome: Strike-off order to come into effect on 21 

January 2020 in accordance with Article 30 (1)  
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Decision and reasons on service of Notice of Hearing 
 
Notice of this hearing was sent to Mrs Petrova on 26 September 2019 by recorded 

delivery to her address on the register. The panel was satisfied that notice had been 

served, as advised by the legal assessor, in compliance and accordance with Rules 11 

A and 34 of The Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of 

Council 2004  (as amended 2012) (the Rules).  

 

11A.—(1) Where a meeting is to be held in accordance with rule 10(3), the 

Conduct and Competence Committee or the Health Committee shall send notice 

of the meeting to the registrant no later than 28 days before the date the meeting 

is to be held. 

 

34.—(1) Any notice of [meeting] required to be served upon the registrant shall 

be delivered by sending it by a postal service or other delivery service in which 

delivery or receipt is recorded to,  

(a) her address in the register 

 

Decision and reasons on review of the current order 
 
The panel decided to impose a strike-off order. This order will come into effect at the 

end of 21 January 2020 in accordance with Article 30(1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the third review of a substantive suspension order originally imposed for a period 

of 6 months by a Fitness to Practise Committee panel. This was reviewed on 27 March 

2018 and a suspension order for a period of 12 months was imposed. The order was 

reviewed again on 2 May 2019 where a further suspension order was imposed for a 

period of 8 months. 

  

The current order is due to expire at the end of 21 January 2020.  

 

The panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of the Order.  
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The charges found proved which resulted in the imposition of the substantive order 

were as follows: 

 
That you failed to demonstrate the standards of knowledge, skill, and judgement 

required to practise without supervision as a band 6 midwife in failing to 

demonstrate the required level of understanding of Basic Life Support in that: 

 

1. On 13 January 2016, 

 

1.1 During an Acute Life Threatening Events Recognition (ALERT) 

assessment on general understanding of the topic scored 6 out of a 

possible 30 points  

 

1.2 Were unable to demonstrate how to recognise that an unresponsive 

patient was breathing  
 

1.3 Were unable to demonstrate what action to undertake on a patient 

with low blood sugar  

 

1.4 Were unable to demonstrate your understanding of the need for 

neurological observations on an unresponsive patient  

 

2. On 18 January 2016, during a Mandatory Skills and Drills Training Day, you 

were unable to demonstrate adequate knowledge of how to perform adult 

resuscitation  

 

3. On 8 February 2016, during a one to one training session, you 

 

3.1 Were unable to demonstrate that you understood how to check for 

breathing on an unresponsive patient  

 

3.2 Were unable to demonstrate sufficient grasp and retention of 

knowledge of the practical skills for basic life support  
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3.3 Were unable to demonstrate proper management of a shoulder 

dystocia using the HELPERR mnemonic  

 

3.4 Were unable to demonstrate correct finger placement during a reverse 

Woodscrew manoeuvre  
 

4. On 14 April 2016, during a formal assessment you: 

 

4.1 Did not give oxygen when it would have been appropriate to do so  

 

4.2 Did not check the respiratory rate during the breathing assessment  

 

4.3 Did not check the pulse rate  

 

4.4 Did not assess correctly for disability and/or exposure  

 

4.5 Were unable to demonstrate that you could confirm a cardiac arrest  

 

4.6 Were unable to demonstrate that you started chest compressions at 

an appropriate time  

 

5. On 14 July 2016, during the final ALERT test on competencies in a post natal 

ward, you: 

 

5.1 Delayed in commencing compressions, and/or delayed in restarting 

chest compressions after placing the defibrillator pads  
 

5.2 …. 

 

5.3 Ignored the prompts from the Automatic External Defibrillator machine 

not to shock the patient, on two occasions  

 

5.4 Were unable to demonstrate your knowledge on appropriate 

modifications for a pregnant patient  
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5.5 Were unable to achieve a pass in the Resuscitation Level 2 

assessment  

 

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

of your lack of competence. 

 

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

 

The panel noted that there was no evidence of Mrs Petrova’s insight into her 

failings, or of any remorse or remediation. In light of this the panel determined 

that there remains a risk of repetition. The panel therefore decided that a finding 

of continuing impairment is necessary on the grounds of public protection.  

 

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 

and midwifery 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 Petrova’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

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

 

The panel considered the imposition of a further period of suspension. It was of 

the view that a suspension order would allow Mrs Petrova a further opportunity to 

fully reflect on her previous failings and engage with the NMC. It noted that Mrs 

Petrova has already been suspended for 6 months, then an additional 12 

months, so questioned what purpose a further long suspension would serve, 

given Mrs Petrova’s lack of engagement. 

 

The panel noted that it did not have the power to impose a striking off order at 

this stage as Mrs Petrova has not been subject to either a suspension order or a 
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conditions of practice order for a continuous period of 2 years and this is a lack of 

competence case. The panel was of the view that a further 8 month suspension 

order would allow Mrs Petrova to engage if she wished to do so and to 

demonstrate remediation. Alternatively, if Mrs Petrova continues not to engage, a 

future reviewing panel would have all the powers of sanction available to it, 

including a striking off order.  

 

 

Decision and reasons on current impairment 
 
The panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Petrova’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the Nursing and 

Midwifery Council (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 judgement as to 

current impairment.  

 

The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it, namely the NMC bundle. 

 

The panel heard and 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 Petrova’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

The panel noted that it had not received any documentation from Mrs Petrova. It 

therefore had no evidence of insight, remediation or remorse before it to consider. The 

panel noted that Mrs Petrova had not engaged with these proceedings, either at the 

substantive hearing in October 2017 or since then, and was of the view that Mrs 

Petrova had chosen to disengage with these proceedings. In light of the fact that there 

was no evidence of insight, remediation and remorse, the panel determined that Mrs 
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Petrova is liable to repeat matters of the kind found proved. The panel therefore decided 

that a finding of continuing impairment is necessary 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 Petrova’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

 
 
Decision and reasons on sanction 
 
Having found Mrs Petrova’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 30 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. 

The panel first considered whether to take no action 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.  

The panel then considered whether to impose a caution 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 impose a caution order. 

The panel next considered whether a conditions of practice on Mrs Petrova’s 

registration would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The panel is mindful that 

any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable. The panel 

was of the view that although there were conditions that could be imposed to address 
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the lack of competence issues, the continued lack of engagement by Mrs Petrova would 

make any such conditions unworkable. 

 

The panel next considered imposing a further suspension order. The panel had regard 

to the fact that Mrs Petrova has not engaged with her regulator for a period of over two 

years regarding her failings. As such, the panel was of the view that this demonstrated 

an attitudinal issue which a further period of suspension would not address. Mrs Petrova 

has had a significant period of time to provide evidence of insight, remediation and 

remorse and has chosen not to do so. She has demonstrated an attitude of disregard 

for these proceedings which is incompatible with her remaining on the Register. 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 Mrs Petrova 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 striking-off order will take effect upon the expiry of the current suspension order, 

namely the end of 21 January 2020 in accordance with Article 30(1). 

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Petrova in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


