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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Order Review Hearing 

15 March 2019 

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

 

Name of registrant: Janice Dorothy Crewe 
 
NMC PIN:  76I1385E 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse (Sub Part 1) 

 Adult Nursing – August 1979 

 
 Registered Midwife – May 1999 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Lack of competence 
 
Panel Members: Melissa D’Mello (Chair, Lay member) 

Sarah Fleming (Registrant member) 

Richard Lyne (Registrant member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Andrew Granville-Stafford 
 
Panel Secretary: Caroline Pringle 
 
Miss Crewe: Not present and not represented   
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Rhys Rosser, Case Presenter  
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension order (3 months) 
 
Fitness to Practise: Impaired 
 
Outcome: Striking-off order to come into effect at the end 

of 13 April 2019 in accordance with Article 30 

(1)  
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Service of notice of hearing 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Miss Crewe was not in 

attendance, nor was she represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Miss Crewe’s on 11 

February 2019 by recorded delivery and first class post to her registered address.  

 

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 Miss Crewe. 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 Mr Rosser, on behalf of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC). The panel 

accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Mr Rosser referred the panel to a letter from Miss Crewe, dated 16 February 2019, 

which stated that she would not be attending this hearing, had no intention of working 

for the NHS again, and requested that the NMC “stop this harassment”. In light of this 

correspondence, Mr Rosser invited the panel to proceed in the absence of Miss Crewe.  

 

Miss Crewe had been sent notice of today’s hearing and it was clear, from her letter 

dated 16 February 2016, that she is aware of the hearing. The panel had regard to the 

content and tone of Miss Crewe’s letter and was satisfied that she had voluntarily 

absented herself. The panel also had no reason to believe, from her letter, that an 

adjournment would result in Miss Crewe’s attendance. The panel was mindful that the 
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charges found proved against Miss Crewe present a risk of harm to the public, and 

there is a public interest in the current order being reviewed before its expiry, on 13 April 

2019, so that the panel can review this risk and impose the appropriate sanction, if one 

is required. Taking account of all of these factors, the panel determined to proceed in 

Miss Crewe’s absence. 

 

 

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 13 April 2019 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the third review of a suspension order, originally imposed by a panel Conduct 

and Competence Committee for a period of 12 months. The order was reviewed on 28 

November 2017 and extended for a further 12 months. It was reviewed again on 6 

December 2018 and extended for 3 months. The current order is due to expire at the 

end of 13 April 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 midwife, between the dates of 17 February 2014 and 

21 December 2015 and whilst working at Royal United Hospital Bath failed 

to demonstrate the standard of knowledge, skill and judgement required for 

practice as a Midwife in that: 

 

1) When caring for Woman 1 and Woman 2 on the night shift of 17 and 18 

February 2014 you: 

a) … 
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b) At or around 3:00am left Woman 1's home when Woman 1 was 

showing signs of being in labour and/ or failed to call a second 

midwife to attend Woman 1 and/ or 2; 

c) At or around 3:45am left Woman 2's home when Woman 2 was 

showing signs of being in labour and/ or did not call a second midwife 

to attend Woman 1 and/ or 2; 

d) At 5:58am delivered Woman 2's baby alone having delayed in calling 

for support from another midwife; 

e) At or around 7:30am were unable to perform observations as you did 

not have the equipment with you. 

f) Did not record the foetal heart rate as a single figure on Woman 1’s 

partogram at 2:15am and/ or at 2:30am and/ or at 4:15am and/ or at 

4:30am. 

g) Did not record the foetal heart rate as a single figure on Woman 2’s 

maternity notes at 3:31am and/ or at 5.00am; and/ or at 5:30am; and/ 

or at 5.40am. 

h) Did not provide adequately detailed entries in Woman 2’s maternity 

notes: 

i) At 5:56am and or at 5.58am, in that you did not record the baby’s 

sex and/ or the condition of the baby; 

ii) At 6:20am in that you did not provide adequate detail of your 

discussion with Woman 2 about the third stage of her labour; 

iii) At 7:10am in that you did not record the dose of Vitamin K that 

you had administered to Woman 2’s baby. 

 

2) When caring for Patient A on 4 December 2015 you: 

a) From 1:30am onwards did not complete routine observations at thirty 

minute intervals and/ or did not record routine observations every 

thirty minutes; 

b) At or around 04:00 did not escalate the patient's oxygen saturation 

level; 

c) Incorrectly recorded in the midwives exemption section of Patient A’s 

notes, that you had administered intravenous paracetamol. 
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3) You failed to achieve a pass for one or more of the required proficiencies 

set out in your Local Supervisory Authority Practice Programme, namely: 

a) In relation to Accountability; 

b) In relation to Communication; 

c) In relation to Professional Practice; 

d) In relation to Record Keeping. 

 

And, as a result of the facts set out above, your fitness to practise is 

impaired by reason of your lack of competence. 

 

The last reviewing panel in December 2018 determined the following with regard to 

impairment: 

 

“The panel considered that Miss Crewe has not been working as a 

midwife and she has previously stated that she does not intend to. The 

panel today determined that Miss Crewe has not been able to 

demonstrate insight and that there has been no material change in her 

circumstances since the last review. The panel took into account the fact 

that Miss Crewe has not fully engaged with her regulator throughout the 

course of these proceedings and noted her legal representative’s 

unsuccessful attempt to contact her. In particular, the panel bore in mind 

that the only engagement from Miss Crewe was a letter to the NMC 

dated 6 December 2016. The panel therefore concluded that there 

remained a risk of harm to the public, and determined that Miss Crewe’s 

fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

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 both public protection and public 

interest grounds is required. 
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For these reasons, the panel finds that Miss Crewe’s fitness to practise 

remains impaired.” 

 

The last reviewing panel in December 2018 determined the following with regard to 

sanction:  

 

“The panel first considered whether to take no action. Had Miss Crewe 

engaged with the NMC and given clear indications of her stated intention 

to retire the panel may have considered that this may have been 

appropriate. However, as there were no assurances as to her retirement 

and in light 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 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 the imposition of a conditions of practice 

order. The panel was of the view that a conditions of practice order is 

insufficient to protect patients and the wider public interest. Given her 

complete lack of engagement, workable or practicable conditions could 

not be formulated. The panel therefore concluded that a conditions of 

practice order would not be an appropriate sanction in this case.  

  

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

The panel noted that these matters are of a serious nature. The panel did 

not consider that a further period of suspension would give rise to Miss 

Crewe reflecting on her failings or developing insight given her lack of 

engagement to date. The panel would have given very careful 

consideration to a striking off order but this was not available to it 

because Miss Crewe’s period of suspension did not commence until 14 
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January 2017. In these circumstances the panel determined that a 

further three month suspension order would mean that a further 

reviewing panel will be able to consider whether it is appropriate to strike 

Miss Crewe from the register. This will give the NMC sufficient time to 

bring the matter to a further substantive order review hearing.” 

 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

The panel considered whether Miss Crewe’s 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, including the decisions and 

reasons of previous panels and a letter from Miss Crewe dated 16 February 2019. It 

also took account of the submissions made by Mr Rosser on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Mr Rosser outlined the background of the case. He submitted that the only new 

information from Miss Crewe since the last review was her letter dated 16 February 

2019. In these circumstances, he submitted that her fitness to practise remained 

impaired. In relation to sanction, he invited the panel to consider whether a further 

period of suspension would be appropriate, or if a striking-off order would be 

appropriate and proportionate.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor, who advised the panel in relation 

to impairment and the sanctions available to it. At the request of the panel, he also 

advised the panel in relation to allowing orders to lapse and referred the panel to the 

NMC’s guidance ‘Allowing orders to expire when a nurse or midwife’s registration will 

lapse’, last updated on 9 April 2018.  
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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 Miss Crewe’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 

 

The original substantive panel, in December 2016, considered that Miss Crewe had, at 

that time, demonstrated ‘a repeated pattern of a lack of insight’ and that ‘all five 

witnesses gave evidence in relation to Miss Crewe’s lack of insight, noting particularly 

her attitude about the effect of some of her actions on others as “blasé”.’ Miss Crewe 

also expressed the opinion, at that time, that these fitness to practise proceedings were 

unnecessary.  

 

Miss Crewe has now been subject to a suspension order for over two years but this 

panel had no evidence to suggest she has developed any insight during this time. In 

fact, this panel was of the view that the contents of Miss Crewe’s letter, dated 16 

February 2019, demonstrated a continued lack of insight into her lack of competence 

and the purpose of regulatory proceedings. 

 

This panel also noted that, at the substantive hearing, evidence was given by the Local 

Supervisor of Midwives that Miss Crewe had failed her extended practice programme 

and that ‘another practice programme would serve no practical purpose’. The 

substantive panel also noted that ‘since then she has not demonstrated an 

understanding of the need to remedy her practice, nor indeed has she taken any steps 

to do so.’ Again, this panel had no evidence of any steps Miss Crewe has taken over 

the last two years since the substantive hearing to remedy the concerns regarding her 

practice.  

 

In light of Miss Crewe’s persistent lack of insight and remediation, this panel concluded 

that the risk of repetition remains high. It therefore decided that a finding of impairment 

continues to be necessary on the grounds of public protection.  
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The panel also bore in mind that its overarching function was to protect patients and the 

wider public interest. This includes maintaining confidence in the nursing and midwifery 

professions and its regulator and upholding proper standards of conduct and 

performance. The panel considered that public confidence in the profession would be 

severely undermined if a finding of current impairment were not made in circumstances 

where a midwife has been deemed incompetent and yet continues to demonstrate a 

total lack of insight into the failings in her practice and the need to remediate.  

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Miss Crewe’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired on both public protection and public interest grounds.  

 

 

Determination on sanction 

Having found Miss Crewe’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 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. It noted that Miss Crewe has not 

paid her registration fees since August 2016 and she therefore only remains on the 

register by virtue of these proceedings. If the panel took no action, her registration 

would lapse and Miss Crewe would no longer be able to practise as a registered 

midwife. There would therefore be no risk to the public. However, the panel was not 

satisfied that this would be appropriate in these circumstances. It had regard to the 

NMC’s guidance on ‘Allowing orders to expire when a nurse or midwife’s registration will 

lapse’, in particular the following:  

 

‘It is important that panels remember that the above factors are important 

in deciding whether to take no further action, and they should consider 

these against the general circumstances of the case in deciding what 

action to take. At this stage, all options are open to them, and the usual 

factors in making sanction decisions will still apply. They may need to 

https://www.nmc.org.uk/ftp-library/sanctions/decision-making-factors/
https://www.nmc.org.uk/ftp-library/sanctions/decision-making-factors/
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impose a more restrictive order (including striking-off) if they decide it is 

necessary in the circumstances, including if the nurse or midwife has not 

engaged with the process, which will always be one of the important 

factors to consider. 

 

… 

 

The nurse or midwife will need to give the panel a clear explanation of 

their plans for the future away from nursing or midwifery. Such 

information is only likely to be available if the nurse or midwife is in 

contact with us, so it will be important for panels to consider if the nurse 

or midwife is fully engaging with the process before deciding to take this 

option.’ 

 

Miss Crewe has shown a persistent lack of insight, not only into her failings but also into 

the purpose and necessity of these regulatory proceedings. This was noted by the 

original substantive panel in December 2016 and is evident in her most recent 

communication with the NMC in February 2019. She has not engaged constructively 

with the NMC, continues to attempt to deflect blame and her recent letter demonstrates 

a lack of respect for the NMC and the regulatory process.  

 

The panel therefore concluded that while taking no further action might achieve public 

protection, it would be insufficient to uphold the public interest in this case. The panel 

therefore 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 conditions of practice. Although the failings in Miss Crewe’s 

practice are, in theory, capable of remediation and could be addressed through 
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conditions of practice, this panel had no reason to believe that Miss Crewe would 

respond positively to conditions and comply with any such order imposed. Further, this 

panel considered that Miss Crewe has now demonstrated a deep-seated attitudinal 

problem.  

 

It therefore moved on to consider a further suspension order. The panel took account of 

the fact that Miss Crewe has now been subject to a suspension order for over two 

years. During this time, her insight has not developed, nor has she taken any steps to 

remediate her practice and hence poses a significant risk of repeating her behaviour. 

Moreover, there is evidence of deep-seated attitudinal problems. The panel considered 

that a further period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose, particularly 

having regard to the tone and content of Miss Crewe’s recent letter. 

 

As Miss Crewe’s fitness to practise was found to be impaired by reason of her lack of 

competence, the option of a striking-off order has not been available to previous panels. 

However, Miss Crewe has now been subject to a substantive order for over two years 

and this panel does have the option to strike her off the register. This panel was of the 

view that although the charges may be capable of remediation, Miss Crewe had not 

given this panel, or the three before it, any reason to believe that she intended to do so. 

Miss Crewe demonstrated no insight into her lack competence at the substantive 

hearing, which has persisted over the past two years. Her most recent correspondence 

also shows a lack of respect for the NMC and a lack of insight into the regulatory 

process. 

 

The panel therefore decided that Miss Crewe’s attitude, professionalism and behaviour 

had become fundamentally incompatible with ongoing registration. It therefore 

concluded that the only sanction that would adequately protect the public and serve the 

public interest was a striking-off order.  

 

In accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001 this striking-

off order will come into effect upon the expiry of the existing suspension order, namely 

at the end of 13 April 2019.  
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This decision will be confirmed to Miss Crewe in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


