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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Hearing 

 
3 January 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Venus Maqbool 
 
NMC PIN:  03J0934O 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub Part 1 
 Adult Nursing 
 (October 2003) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Christopher Morrow-Frost (Chair, Registrant 

member) 
Beth Maryon (Registrant member) 
Martyn Griffiths (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Nicholas Wilcox  
 
Panel Secretary: Edmund Wylde 
 
Venus Maqbool: Not present and not represented 
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Leeann Mohamed, Case 

Presenter 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (3 months) 
 
Fitness to Practise: Impaired 
 
Outcome: Striking-Off Order with immediate effect, under 

Article 30(2)  
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Service of Notice of Hearing 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Mrs Maqbool was not in 

attendance, nor was she represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Mrs Maqbool on 5 

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

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

address on 7 December 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).  

 

Proceeding in absence 

The panel then considered proceeding in the absence of Mrs Maqbool. 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. 

 

The panel noted that there had been no response from Mrs Maqbool in relation to the 

notice of hearing. The panel was mindful that Mrs Maqbool has not engaged with the 

NMC since the previous substantive hearing on 27 September 2018. 

 

The panel was satisfied that Mrs Maqbool had been sent notice of today’s hearing, and 

that the notice had been signed for in the name of “Maqbool”, as evidenced by the 

delivery slip. The panel considered that Mrs Maqbool was or should be aware of today’s 

hearing. The panel, therefore, concluded that she had chosen voluntarily not to attend. 

The panel had no reason to believe that an adjournment would result in Mrs Maqbool’s 
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attendance. Having weighed the interests of Mrs Maqbool with those of the NMC and 

the public interest in an expeditious disposal of this hearing, the panel determined to 

proceed in Mrs Maqbool’s absence.   
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Decision and reasons on review of the current order: 

The panel decided to make a striking off order. This order will come into effect 

immediately, in accordance with Article 30(2) of the Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001 

(as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the second review of a suspension order, originally imposed by a Fitness to 

Practise panel on 12 July 2018 for 3 months. The current order is due to expire at the 

end of 10 February 2019.  

 

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

 

The charges found proved which resulted in the imposition of the substantive order 

were as follows: 

 
That you, a registered nurse, during a nightshift on 9/10 July 2017:  

 

1 In relation to Resident A and/or Resident B and/or Resident C, failed to ensure 

that an adequate standard of care was provided, in that you: 

 

1.1 Did not check or ensure that the resident(s) had regular continence checks; 

 

1.2 Did not ensure that the resident(s) who had soiled their continence pad(s), 

was/were changed promptly, or at all; 

 

1.3 Did not ensure that the resident(s) was/were changed out of day clothes in to 

night clothes;  

 

1.4 Did not ensure that the resident(s) was/were taken to their bed to sleep. 

 
2 … 

 

3 Failed to ensure that an adequate standard of documentation was maintained in 

that you: 
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3.1 Did not ensure that care notes in relation to Resident A and/or Resident B 

and/or Resident C was/were updated with care given or actions taken. More 

specifically but not limited to: 

 

3.1.1 The reason why the resident(s) was/were left to sleep in a chair for the 

night; 

 

3.1.2 The reason why the resident(s) was/were not changed out of day 

clothes in to night clothes; 

3.1.3 Whether their continence pad had been changed at the 5.30-6.00am 

check; 

 

4 In relation to being the nurse in charge of the shift, failed to: 

 

4.1  Adequately communicate with care staff; 

 

4.2 Adequately delegate care tasks and/or responsibilities to the care staff; 

  

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

misconduct.  

 

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

 

“In reaching its decision, the panel was mindful of the need to protect the public, 

maintain public confidence in the profession, and the need to declare and uphold 

proper standards of conduct and behaviour. 

 

The panel had sight of a letter from Mrs Maqbool to the NMC dated 16 July 2018 

(after the substantive hearing). The panel found that Mrs Maqbool, in her letter, 

failed to accept responsibility and persisted in blaming others for her failings. The 

panel also found that Mrs Maqbool has demonstrated a lack of insight. Further, 

she does not acknowledge that her failures were serious and placed particularly 

vulnerable patients at risk of harm. The panel also noted that Mrs Maqbool failed 
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to acknowledge that her actions had the potential to bring the reputation of the 

profession into disrepute. 

 

The panel noted that there was no information to demonstrate that Mrs Maqbool 

has insight into her failings or remediated the concerns identified by the 

substantive panel. As a result there remains a real risk to the public if Mrs 

Maqbool were to remain on the register unrestricted. In light of the unaddressed 

failings and the consequent risk to the public, the panel decided that the need to 

maintain confidence in the profession and uphold proper standard [sic] would be 

undermined if a finding of impairment were not made.” 

 

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

“The panel first considered whether to allow the order to lapse but concluded that 

this would be inappropriate in view of the lack of insight and remediation as well 

as the risk to the public. The panel then considered whether to impose a caution 

order but concluded that this would be inappropriate for the same reasons. 

The panel next considered replacing the suspension order with a conditions of 

practice order. It determined that in light of Mrs Maqbool’s lack of engagement 

and insight a conditions of practice order would not be workable or appropriate in 

the circumstances. 

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

that Mrs Maqbool has not engaged with the NMC other than her letter dated 16 

July 2018. It noted that although Mrs Maqbool attended the venue today she did 

not attend the hearing. Mrs Maqbool had not addressed the substantive panel’s 

recommendations nor has she provided any evidence of insight or remediation.  

 

The panel concluded that a period of suspension would be sufficient to protect 

the public and uphold the public interest as well as afford Mrs Maqbool the 

opportunity to re-engage with the NMC. The panel was of the view a period of 

three months would be proportionate taking into account all of the circumstances. 
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The panel did give serious consideration to the option of imposing a striking off 

order in the light of Mrs Maqbool’s continued lack of insight and very limited 

engagement with the regulator. The panel did however conclude that, on this 

occasion, a striking off order would be disproportionate.  

 

At the end of the period of the suspension order, another panel will review the 

order. At the review hearing the panel may revoke the order, confirm the order, 

replace the order with another order or it may impose a striking off order. Any 

future panel may be assisted by:  

 

 Ms Maqbool’s engagement with the regulatory process;  

 Ms Maqbool to provide a reflective piece, using a recognised 

model, which demonstrates her ongoing and developing insight 

into her failings; 

 References from past and/or current employers, paid or unpaid; 

and 

 Evidence of any learning or course(s) undertaken to keep skills 

and knowledge up to date.”  

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Maqbool’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 has had regard to all of the documentation before it. It has taken account of 

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

acknowledged that Mrs Maqbool has not provided any written submissions for the 

panel’s consideration in her absence. 
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Ms Mohamed informed the panel of the background to this case, and drew the panel’s 

attention to the relevant documentation before it, including the determinations of 

previous panels. 

 

Ms Mohamed submitted that this reviewing panel finds itself in the same position as the 

last panel as there is no new further information before it. She invited the panel to 

consider that Mrs Maqbool has disengaged with the regulatory process and has not 

provided any information to demonstrate insight, reflection, or otherwise to assist this 

reviewing panel. Ms Mohamed submitted that Mrs Maqbool’s fitness to practise remains 

currently impaired on both grounds of public protection and public interest, as the 

concerns in this case relate to clinical failings, and the charges found proved bring the 

profession into disrepute.  

 

With regards to sanction, Ms Mohamed submitted that it was a matter for the panel as 

to which sanction was the appropriate one in the present case. She reminded the panel 

that Mrs Maqbool is subject to a suspension order at present, albeit one of only three 

months. Ms Mohamed submitted that Mrs Maqbool has been given time to engage with 

the regulatory process and provide any documentation to show insight or remediation of 

her practice, but has chosen not to do so. Ms Mohamed reminded the panel that the 

option of imposing a striking-off order is available to this panel, as this matter relates to 

a proven charge of misconduct.  

 

The panel reminded itself that Mrs Maqbool has not provided any written submissions 

for the panel’s consideration in her absence. 

 

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 Maqbool’s fitness to practise remains impaired. It 

considered that there has been no recent engagement from Mrs Maqbool, and noted 
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that there is no new information before this panel as to insight or attempts to remediate 

nursing practice. Furthermore, Mrs Maqbool has provided no information about her 

current work. This panel therefore concluded that there was no material change in 

circumstances since the last reviewing panel, save for a further extended period of 

disengagement by Mrs Maqbool. The panel considered that the misconduct in this case 

needs to be remedied, and goes directly towards protecting the public; in light of no new 

information from Mrs Maqbool, there remains a risk of repetition of her misconduct. 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 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 

required. It considered that, in this case, the public interest concern has grown stronger 

over time; the longer the lack of engagement, the more that a nurse who persistently 

does not engage with her regulator brings both the profession and the NMC’s role as 

regulator into disrepute. 

 

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

impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Mrs Maqbool’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 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 agreed with the previously identified aggravating and mitigating features in 

this case, and considered that Mrs Maqbool’s continued non-engagement gave rise to a 

further aggravating factor. 
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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 noted that Mrs Maqbool has let her registration fee expire 

(from which it might be inferred that she is no longer interested in practising as a 

registered nurse), but considered that this fact does not lessen the impact of her 

previous actions; Mrs Maqbool might re-register without sanction if the current order 

were allowed to lapse and, in any event, an order is required to mark the public interest 

and to appropriately protect the public. 

The panel then considered whether to impose a caution order but concluded that this 

would be inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case and the risk of repetition 

identified. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public 

interest to impose a caution order. Such a course of action would also not sufficiently 

protect the public. 

The panel considered substituting the current suspension order with a conditions of 

practice order. It concluded that it could not compose workable conditions of practice, in 

light of Mrs Maqbool’s non-engagement with the NMC; the panel was not satisfied that 

Mrs Maqbool would be willing to engage and comply with any conditions that it could 

formulate. The panel went on to consider that it was not able to formulate appropriate 

conditions of practice anyway, as the nature of the charges found proved concern 

fundamental nursing practice. The panel also took into account the previous reviewing 

panel’s finding that Mrs Maqbool was seeking to blame others and lacked insight; in 

light of no information to the contrary, this panel considered that still to be the case. This 

panel therefore found that a conditions of practice order would be inappropriate in this 

matter. 

 

The panel next considered imposing a further suspension order. Mrs Maqbool has not 

demonstrated any insight into her previous failings, or provided this, or any previous, 

panel with any information with regards to attempts to remediate her nursing practice. 

The panel considered that the misconduct in this case is serious, and has yet to be 

remediated.  
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The panel considered that a suspension order would adequately protect the public, but 

would not appropriately address the public interest in this case - which concerns a non-

engaging registrant, who continues not to engage when her right to practise is in the 

balance. The public interest requires matters to be brought to a head, as the extension 

of these proceedings (despite Mrs Maqbool’s clear lack of engagement) brings the 

regulatory process and the profession into disrepute. The panel reminded itself of its 

earlier finding that the longer the lack of engagement, the more that a nurse who 

persistently does not engage with her regulator brings both the profession and the 

NMC’s role as regulator into disrepute. 

The panel therefore determined that a further period of suspension would not serve any 

useful purpose in all of the circumstances. It further determined that the last reviewing 

panel gave a clear warning to Mrs Maqbool that a striking-off order would be an 

available option to this panel, were she not to engage with the regulatory process – Mrs 

Maqbool has not done so.  

The panel concluded that Mrs Maqbool’s position, in light of the seriousness of the 

charges found proved and her persistent non-engagement, is fundamentally 

incompatible with ongoing registration. It is therefore necessary to take action to prevent 

Mrs Maqbool’s from practising in the future. The panel concluded that the only sanction 

that would adequately protect the public, and also sufficiently serve the public interest 

was a striking-off order. 

The panel further concluded that the public interest would not be adequately served in 

this matter, unless Mrs Maqbool’s removal from the register be put into effect 

immediately under Article 30(2). There is, in the panel’s view, simply no cogent or 

logical reason for drawing out proceedings any further. Mrs Maqbool’s name will 

therefore be removed from the NMC register with immediate effect. 

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Maqbool in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


