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Fitness to Practise Committee 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

16 January 2019 
 

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

Name of Registrant:    Sally Wilson 
     
PIN:      62C2517E 
      
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse - Sub part 1   
                                                                 Adult - 27 March 1962 
 
Area of Registered Address:    Channel Islands 
 
Type of Case:     Misconduct 
      
Type of Case:     Substantive Order Review 
 
Panel members:    Paul Morris (Chair/Lay Member) 
                Jane Jones (Registrant Member) 
                Hilary Nightingale (Lay Member) 
 
Legal Assessor:  John Bromley Davenport QC 
  
Substantive Order Reviewed:  Suspension Order  
   
Outcome: Striking-off Order to come into effect upon the 

expiry of the current order at the end of 28 
February 2019 
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Service of Notice: 

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

accordance with Rules 11A and 34 of 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 Wilson’s registered address on 05 

December 2018.  

 

The panel heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel is satisfied that by sending notification of the hearing to Mrs Wilson’s 

registered address in the required timescale it is in accordance with the requirements of 

the Rules.  

 
Decision: 

 
This is the first substantive order review of a suspension order imposed on Mrs Wilson’s 

registration on 26 January 2018 by a panel of the Fitness to Practice Committee for a 

period of 12 months.   

 

The charges found proved at the substantive meeting are as follows: 

 

That you, a registered nurse, whilst working as the Registered Manager of St Kitts 

Nursing and Care Agency between approximately January 2016 to September 2016, 

you: 

 

1. In relation to Patient A, a terminally ill patient who having been assessed on 27 

February 2016, was deemed to be a ‘high risk’ for pressure trauma:  

 

1.1. did not adequately supervise the care provided to the patient by Colleague 1 or, 

ensure that an adequate standard of care was provided to the patient, in that 

one or more of the following did not occur in a timely manner, or at all; 
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1.1.1. completion of a pressure sore risk assessment and/or management of 

pressure sore risk  

1.1.2. provision of an adequate care plan in respect of 1.1.1 above; 

1.1.3. timely identification and/or escalation of pressure sore(s); 

1.1.4. completion of a wound assessment; 

1.1.5. completion of a body map showing the location of the skin damage; 

1.1.6. recording in patient notes of reason for not escalating a grade 3/4 

pressure sore; 

1.1.7. completion of a moving and handling risk assessment and/or management 

of safe moving and handling; 

1.1.8. Provision of an adequate care plan in respect of 1.1.7 above; 

 

1.2. Having attended a strategy meeting on 5 may 2016, did not adequately manage 

and/or adequately respond to the safeguarding referral/concerns, in a timely 

manner. 

 

2. In relation to Patient B who had been assessed as a ‘high risk’ for pressure trauma, 

did not ensure that an adequate standard of care was provided , in that you did not 

ensure that: 

 

2.1.  care plans and/or risk assessments were adequately completed and/or updated 

in one or more, but not limited to, the following areas; 

 

2.1.1. pressure trauma prevention; 

2.1.2. incontinence care; 

2.1.3. moving and handling assessment; 

 

2.2. an adequate slide sheet was available; 

 

2.3. Patient B's pressure damage was referred to Family Nursing and Home Care 

service. 

 



  Page 4 of 9 

3. In relation to the care provided to Patient B, and in respect of moving and handling, 

requested that the patient’s daughter be a ‘second carer’ or words to that effect 

despite her having had no training in this regard. 

 

And, in light of the above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your 
misconduct. 
 

The substantive panel in January 2018 stated as follows in relation to impairment: 

 

“In determining whether Mrs Wilson is liable to repeat her actions and whether Mrs 

Wilson’s current fitness to practice is currently impaired, the panel considered the 

issues of insight and remediation.  

 

The panel considered that Mrs Wilson showed limited insight. Although Mrs Wilson 

accepted that there were failings in her documentation and that her care plans were 

inadequate, this was at a very late stage in the investigation. The panel accepted the 

evidence that in the institutional abuse case conference, Mrs Wilson agreed the 

allegations were substantiated, but provided no rationale for this.  

 

The panel considered that the concerns raised in this case were easily remediable. 

However, Mrs Wilson had not placed any evidence before the panel which could 

demonstrate insight, therefore the panel was unable to conclude that Mrs Wilson had 

any understanding of the impact her actions would have on the reputation of the 

profession. There was neither a reflective piece nor evidence of any training, or any 

other efforts that Mrs Wilson had undergone to correct her failings.  

 

The panel considered that for these reasons and because of Mrs Wilson’s non 

engagement with the NMC, it was unable to conclude that she was not liable to repeat 

her misconduct. The panel therefore decided that a finding of impairment is necessary 

on the grounds of public protection. 

 

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

promote and maintain the health safety and well-being of the public and patients, and to 

uphold and protect the wider public interest, which includes promoting and maintaining 
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public confidence in the nursing and midwifery professions and upholding the proper 

professional standards for members of those professions. The panel determined that, in 

this case, a finding of impairment on public interest grounds was also required. It was of 

the view that the public would not expect a registered nurse to behave in the way that 

Mrs Wilson did. 

 

Having regard to all of the above, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Wilson’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired.” 

 

And in relation to sanction: 

 

“The panel next considered whether a placing conditions of practice order on Mrs 

Wilson’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 took into account the SG, in particular: 

 

• identifiable areas of the nurse or midwife’s practice in need of assessment 

and/or retraining 

• potential and willingness to respond positively to retraining 

 

Although, the panel considered that Mrs Wilson’s misconduct was remediable, it had no 

indication from Mrs Wilson that she would comply with any conditions of practice 

imposed. This related to her lack of engagement with the panel and her limited insight. 

There remained concerns about the likelihood of repetition, therefore the panel did not 

consider conditions of practice to be workable.   

 

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

appropriate sanction. The SG indicates that a suspension order may be appropriate 

where some of the following factors are apparent: 

 

• no evidence of harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problems 

• no evidence of repetition of behaviour since the incident 
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• the Committee is satisfied that the nurse or midwife has insight and does not 

pose a significant risk of repeating behaviour 

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

 

The panel determined that although there had been a clear breach of fundamental 

tenets of the profession, the misconduct was not fundamentally incompatible with 

remaining on the register.  

 

The panel further considered whether a striking-off order would be proportionate in Mrs 

Wilson’s case and had regard to the key considerations in the SG: 

 

Key Considerations 

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

nurse or midwife is not removed from the register? 

• 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?  

 

Taking into account all the information before it, the panel concluded that it would be 

disproportionate to impose a striking off order. Whilst the panel acknowledges that a 

suspension order may have a punitive effect, it would be unduly punitive to impose a 

striking off order.  

 

The panel felt that public confidence could be maintained if Mrs Wilson remained on the 

register. It considered that Mrs Wilson had not deliberately set out to place her patients 

at risk and was described by witnesses as being of a caring nature.  

 

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

the appropriate and proportionate sanction. 

 

The panel noted the hardship such an order will inevitably cause Mrs Wilson. However 

this is outweighed by the public protection and public interest in this case. 
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The panel considered that this order is 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. 

 

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

appropriate in this case to mark the seriousness of the misconduct. The panel felt that a 

period of twelve months would allow an adequate period of time for reflection, 

remediation and re-engagement with the NMC. 

 

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

hearing the panel may revoke the order, or it may confirm the order, or it may replace 

the order with another order. Any future panel may be assisted by evidence of:  

 

• Reflective piece addressing the importance of pressure trauma care, moving 

and handling procedures, care plans, record keeping, risk assessments and 

the role of effective management.  

• Evidence of continuing professional development 

• Testimonials/references from an employer either in a paid or unpaid position.” 

 

The panel first considered whether Mrs Wilson is currently impaired.   

 

Mrs Wilson has disengaged with the NMC and there was no information regarding her 

current situation despite the clear recommendations of the previous panel. In spite of 

her very long and previously unblemished career there has been no evidence of 

remediation and no material change in the circumstances of this case. There has been 

no engagement since March 2017.  Accordingly, today’s reviewing panel concluded that 

Mrs Wilson continues to present a risk of harm to the public and that her fitness to 

practise remains currently impaired. It further concluded that 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 this case. 

 

The panel next considered what sanction to impose.  The panel has had regard to the 

NMC Sanctions Guidance for panels. 
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The panel applied the principle of proportionality, weighing Mrs Wilson’s interests 

against the public interest. The panel bore in mind that the purpose of a sanction is not 

to be punitive, although it may have that effect, but is intended to protect patients and 

the wider public interest. The wider public interest includes maintaining public 

confidence in the profession and the NMC, and declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct and performance. 

 

The panel first considered taking no action. It concluded that this was inappropriate 

given Mrs Wilson’s lack of remediation and also lack of engagement with the NMC.   

 

The panel next considered a caution order. The panel concluded that this was not a 

case where the impairment found was at the lower end of the spectrum.  Further a 

caution order would provide no public protection from an unsafe nurse. The panel 

therefore considered a caution order inappropriate. 

 

The panel next considered a conditions of practice order.  There was no evidence of 

Mrs Wilson being willing to comply with conditions of practice. In the circumstances the 

panel determined that it would not be possible to formulate workable and appropriate 

conditions of practice which would effectively protect the public or satisfy the wider 

public interest. 

 

The panel next considered a suspension order. The panel noted that Mrs Wilson has 

been subject to a suspension order for 12 months. Despite the clear recommendations 

of the previous panel, Mrs Wilson has not demonstrated any remediation or insight into 

her failings during this time. The panel acknowledged that Mrs Wilson has a long and 

hitherto unblemished career, but noted that there had been no compliance with the 

recommendations made by the original panel. This panel had sight of a letter from the 

NMC dated 9 February 2018, in which Mrs Wilson was reminded of those 

recommendations. In the absence of any compliance and the lack of insight and 

remediation, the panel concluded that she remained a significant risk to patients. There 

was no evidence to suggest that she would comply in the future and the panel 

concluded that a further suspension order would serve no purpose. 
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The panel considered a striking off order. The panel considered that Mrs Wilson’s wide-

ranging failures, lack of clinical knowledge and skills, lack of remediation and total 

failure to follow the recommendations of the previous panel and raised fundamental 

questions about her professionalism and as such are incompatible with her remaining 

on the register.    

 

The panel considered the wider public interest which includes the protection of the 

public, maintenance of public confidence in the profession and the regulator, and the 

declaring and upholding of proper standards of conduct in the profession. The panel 

concluded that a striking off order was the only appropriate sanction in these particular 

circumstances. 

 

The panel did not have any information as to the hardship which the Order may have 

upon Mrs Wilson. However, the public interest outweighs any potential hardship caused 

to Mrs Wilson in any event.  

 

The panel striking off order will come into effect upon the expiry of the current order at 

the end of 28 February 2019. 

 

 


