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Decision on proof of service 
The panel considered whether notice of this meeting has been served in accordance 

with the rules. Rules 11A and 34 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to 

Practise) Rules 2004, as amended state: 

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

[Fitness to Practise] 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.(3) Any other notice or document to be served on a person under 

these Rules may be sent by—  

(a) ordinary post’ 

 

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

 

It noted that the letter of notice of this substantive meeting was sent to Ms Hebbes’ 

address on the register by both first class post and recorded delivery on 14 May 2019.  

Royal Mail “Track and Trace” also confirms that notice was delivered and signed for at 

Ms Hebbes’ registered address on 15 May 2019. The panel was satisfied that the notice 

was sent more than 28 days in advance of this meeting. The panel therefore determined 

that notice had been served in accordance with the Rules.  

 

 

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

end of 11 August 2019 in accordance with Article 30 (1) 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 April 2018 for 3 months. This order was reviewed by a panel at a 

hearing on 5 July 2018 and extended for a further 12 months. The current order is due 

to expire on 11 August 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, employed by the Barnet, Enfield and Haringey 

Mental Health Trust, between August 2014 and August 2015;- 

 

1. In connection with Patient 1 failed; 

 

i. to maintain adequate contact by undertaking monthly visits. 

ii. to make contemporaneous entries in patient care records. 

iii. to ensure that the Mental Capacity Assessment reviewed on 5 

May 2015 was documented in patient care records. 

iv. to ensure that the Epilepsy Protocol reviewed on 18 May 2015 

was documented in patient care records. 

 

2. In connection with Patient 2 failed; 

 

i. to maintain adequate contact by undertaking monthly visits. 

ii. to make contemporaneous entries in patient care records. 

iii. to complete a Mental Capacity Assessment following a 

professionals meeting on 3 July 2015. 

iv. to ensure the minutes of a ‘best interests meeting’ held on 6 

July 2015 were documented in patient care records. 

v. to ensure that communications between healthcare 

professionals were documented in patient care records. 

 

3. In connection with Patient 3 failed; 

 

i. to maintain adequate contact by undertaking monthly visits. 

ii. to make contemporaneous entries in patient care records. 



   

iii. to ensure a record of a safeguarding alert issued on 11 August 

2014 was documented in patient care records. 

iv. to ensure a record of a Comprehensive Health Care 

assessment held on 26 November 2014 was documented in 

patient care records. 

v. to ensure a record of a Mental Capacity Assessment updated 

on 5 May 2015 was documented in patient care records. 

 

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

your misconduct.’ 

 

The last reviewing panel determined the following with regard to impairment in July 

2018: 

 

‘The panel considered whether Ms Hebbes’ fitness to practise remains 

impaired. It noted the original panel’s recommendations to Ms Hebbes, 

and that there had been no response to them. The panel noted that the 

only information available to it with regards to Ms Hebbes’ state of mind 

came from the original panel’s determination, where, in his submissions, 

the NMC Case Presenter submitted that, at an internal investigation, “Ms 

Hebbes demonstrated a ‘blasé’ attitude to these concerns and total lack 

of insight into the seriousness of them.” It considered that Ms Hebbes 

had not engaged with these proceedings at all, and that there was no 

evidence before it of any remorse, insight or remediation on Ms Hebbes’ 

part. The panel concluded that there remains a risk of repetition of Ms 

Hebbes’ misconduct. It 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 required. 



   

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Miss Hebbes’ fitness to practise 

remains impaired.’  
 
The last reviewing panel determined the following with regard to sanction in July 2018:  

 

‘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 

the 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 

likewise concluded that this would be inappropriate in view of the risk of 

repetition identified, and 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 considered the imposition of a conditions of practice order, but 

determined that it could not formulate workable and practicable 

conditions in this case. It noted that Ms Hebbes’ failings are remediable, 

but considered that, due to her lack of engagement, it could not be 

assured that she would comply with any conditions.  

 

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

noted the brevity of the current suspension order – only 3 months – and 

considered that this time period was not sufficient to demonstrate a 

definitive lack of engagement; the panel was of the view that an 

extension of the current suspension order would allow Ms Hebbes further 

time to fully reflect on her previous failings, and also to engage with the 

NMC, whatever her intentions for not doing so are at present. The panel 

concluded that a further 12 month suspension order would be the 

appropriate and proportionate response. Such a period would afford Ms 



   

Hebbes a significant time period in which she might develop her insight 

and remediation, and engage with the NMC.  

 

The panel considered making a striking-off order, but concluded that 

such an order would be disproportionate and premature at this stage of 

proceedings. It did note, however, that a future reviewing panel would 

have the power to make a striking off order. It also considered that a 

further lack of engagement on Ms Hebbes’ part might be seen to reduce 

the options available to that reviewing panel. 

 

This order will be reviewed prior to the expiry of the extended period of 

suspension. This reviewing panel considered that the future reviewing 

panel may be assisted by: 

• Ms Hebbes’ attendance; 

• evidence of Ms Hebbes keeping her nursing knowledge up-to-

date; 

• a reflective piece, using a recognised model, to include reflections 

on Ms Hebbes’ misconduct, what she would do differently in the 

future, and the impact of her omissions on patients, her 

colleagues, the public and the reputation of the nursing 

profession; and 

• a written statement of Ms Hebbes’ future career or retirement 

intentions.’ 

 

 
Decision on current fitness to practise 
The panel considered carefully whether Ms Hebbes’ fitness to practise remains 

impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the NMC has 

defined it as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register without restriction. In 

considering this case, the panel carried out a comprehensive review of the order in light 

of the current circumstances. It noted the decision of the last panel. However, it 

exercised its own judgment as to current impairment.  

 



   

The panel had regard to all of the documentation before it, which included the decisions 

and reasons of previous panels.   

 

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 Ms Hebbes’ fitness to practise remains impaired. The 

last reviewing panel made a finding that Ms Hebbes’ fitness to practise remained 

impaired, on the basis that it had no new information from her to suggest that she had 

developed any insight or taken steps to remedy her original misconduct. This panel was 

in the same position. There has been no further contact from Ms Hebbes over the past 

year and she has not provided any of the information suggested by the previous panel, 

such as a reflective piece or evidence of her future intentions. As a result, this panel had 

no evidence to show that Ms Hebbes has remedied the concerns about her practice. It 

therefore concluded that there remained a risk of repetition, should Ms Hebbes be 

allowed to practise unrestricted, and therefore a finding of current impairment continued 

to be necessary on the grounds of public protection. 

 

The panel also 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, in 

this case, a finding of continuing impairment on public interest grounds also remained 

necessary given Ms Hebbes’ lack of engagement with her regulator.  
 

For these reasons, the panel decided that Ms Hebbes’ fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

 
 
Determination on sanction 



   

Having found Ms Hebbes’ 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 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 but concluded that this would be 

inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified. 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 also be inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and Ms Hebbes’ 

lack of engagement. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the 

public interest to impose a caution order. 

 

The panel next considered the imposition of a conditions of practice order. However, it 

had no evidence to suggest that Ms Hebbes would be willing to engage or comply with 

conditions and therefore decided that this would be unworkable. 

 

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

the only contact from Ms Hebbes was an email sent to the NMC on 27 March 2017 in 

which she stated that she no longer felt able to practise as a nurse and was considering 

applying for voluntary removal from the NMC register. Ms Hebbes did not attend her 

substantive hearing in April 2018, nor the review hearing in July 2018. She has now 

been suspended for 15 months and has provided no evidence of any remorse, insight or 

remediation during this time. In these circumstances, the panel concluded that a further 

period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose. It determined that Ms 

Hebbes’ continued lack of engagement has become fundamentally incompatible with 

remaining on the register. In these circumstances, the panel determined that the only 

sanction which would adequately protect the public and uphold the public interest was a 

striking-off order. 

This decision will be confirmed to Ms Hebbes in writing. 

 



   

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


