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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
 

Fitness to Practise Committee 
 

Substantive Order Review Hearing 
 

4 April 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Frederick Femi Ogunsanmi 
 
NMC PIN:      02Y0159O 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub Part 1  

Mental Health Nursing – January 2002 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Nicola Jackson (Chair, lay member) 

Anita Underwood (Registrant member) 
Mary Golden (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Nigel Ingram 
 
Panel Secretary: Kathleen Picketts 
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Victoria Shehadah, Case 

Presenter 
 
Mr Ogunsanmi: Not present and not represented  
 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (6 months) 
  
Outcome: Striking-off order to come into effect at the end 

of 25 April 2019 in accordance with Article 30 
(1)  
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Service of Notice of Hearing 

The panel was informed by Ms Shehadah at the start of this hearing that Mr Ogunsanmi 

was not in attendance, nor was he represented in his absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Mr Ogunsanmi on 4 

March 2019 by recorded delivery and first class post to his registered address. She 

informed the panel that the notice was returned to the NMC, and the NMC sent Mr 

Ogunsanmi an email informing him of today’s hearing on 29 March 2019. 

 

The panel heard and 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 Mr Ogunsanmi. 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 Shehadah, on behalf of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC).  

 

Ms Shehadah invited the panel to proceed in Mr Ogunsanmi’s absence. She informed 

the panel that the notice for this hearing indicated that the hearing would be heard at 

9:30AM. She submitted that Mr Ogunsanmi has not responded to the notice of 

hearing and has not attended at either this location, or at Aldwych by 4:00PM, 

therefore hearing this case in Stratford would cause no prejudice or injustice to Mr 

Ogunsanmi. 

 

Ms Shehadah drew the panel’s attention to an email dated 11 September 2018 which 

stated: 
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‘Fred is currently a law student hence am longer interested in nursing you have 

added more havoc in my nursing profession which l love so much but life 

continues am still active and ready to fight for my profession in future l may 

decide to come back to my professional job but be ware of your decision am a 

law student and l will fight for my wright  yours sincerely fred’ (sic) 

Ms Shehadah noted that Mr Ogunsanmi had sent this email to the NMC in response 

to the review hearing on 25 September 2018. However, she submitted that Mr 

Ogunsanmi has provided no further information in respect of today’s hearing or his 

current intentions. 

 

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

 

 Mr Ogunsanmi had been sent notice of today’s hearing and the panel was satisfied that 

he was or should be aware of today’s hearing. The panel is therefore of the view that he 

had chosen to disengage. The panel had no reason to believe that an adjournment 

would result in Mr Ogunsanmi’s attendance. The panel further noted that this is a 

mandatory review pursuant to Article 30 (1), and the order is due to expire at the end of 

25 April 2019. Having weighed the interests of Mr Ogunsanmi with those of the NMC 

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

to proceed in Mr Ogunsanmi’s absence.   

 

Decision and reasons on review of the current order: 

The panel decided to impose a striking-off order. This order will come into effect at the 

end of 25 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 of the 

Conduct and Competence Committee on 23 September 2016 for a period of 12 months. 

On 15 September 2017 this order was reviewed by the Fitness to Practise Committee, 

and a conditions of practice order was imposed for a period of 12 months. At the last 

review hearing on 20 September 2018, a suspension order was imposed for a period of 

6 months. The current order is due to expire at the end of 25 April 2019.  
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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: 

 

1. On 1 April 2014 in respect of patient A: 

 

a. failed to administer a prescribed buprenorphine patch; 

 

b. signed to say you had administered the above buprenorphine patch 

when you had not; 

 

c. signed to say you had administered a controlled drug, namely 

buprenorphine, without a second checker 

 

4. In your application form to Stepping Stones Care Homes: 

 

a. Stated that you had not been found guilty of misconduct by an 

employer; 

b. Stated that you were not currently under investigation for misconduct; 

 

5. Your actions in charge 4 above were dishonest in that: 

 

a. you sought to conceal that you had been investigated and/or dismissed 

by previous employers for misconduct; 

 

b. you sought to conceal that you were under investigation by the NMC. 

 

6. When applying to MHA in or around May 2015: 

 

a. stated in your application form dated 20 May 2015 that you had never 

been the subject of a safeguarding enquiry; 
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b. did not disclose prior to and/or after your recruitment that you were 

subject to a fitness to practise investigation by the NMC; 

 

7. Your actions in charge 6 above were dishonest in that: 

 

a. you sought to conceal that you had been subject to a safeguarding 

investigation relating to previous employment; 

 

b. you sought to conceal that you were under investigation by the NMC. 

 

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

misconduct. 

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

 

The panel considered whether Mr Ogunsanmi’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. The panel noted the conditions of practice order made in September 

2017 and the steps identified to Mr Ogunsanmi in that decision through the 

conditions of practice order which could have remedied the impairment. The 

panel further noted the positive progress Mr Ogunsanmi had made between the 

initial substantive hearing in September 2016 and the first review hearing in 

September 2017. However, this panel has no new evidence before it of any 

compliance with the conditions of practice order and it does not have any 

evidence of further insight, remediation or remorse. In light of these failings, the 

panel determined that there remains a risk of repetition of the misconduct found 

proved.  

 

The panel considered the email from Mr Ogunsanmi dated 11 September 2018 

which appears to be indicative of a deteriorating level of insight. Whilst mindful 

that this email was a short response to an inquiry as to whether he intended to 

attend any hearing, the panel took it into consideration.  It interpreted that the 

email referred to Mr Ogunsanmi’s description of the current conditions of practice 

order as having ‘added more havoc in my nursing profession’. It therefore 



 

6 
 

concluded that rather than viewing the order as an opportunity to demonstrate his 

remediation, Mr Ogunsanmi appeared to state he no longer wished to practise as 

a nurse and that he had chosen instead to study law. The panel was of the 

opinion the email  is a clear indication of his lack of understanding of the need to 

remediate the concerns found in his nursing practice which he was given the 

opportunity to address through a conditions of practice order.  

 

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 although Mr Ogunsanmi had made progress 

at the first review hearing there had been no continued engagement or 

demonstration of good practice by Mr Ogunsanmi since that date. It therefore 

found without any further evidence and taking into consideration the contents of 

the email dated 11 September 2018, there was current impairment on the 

grounds of both public protection and  in the public interest because there 

remained a likelihood that Mr Ogunsanmi would be liable to act so as to put 

patient's at risk of unwarranted harm, would be liable in the future to bring the 

profession into disrepute, is liable in the future to breach one of the fundamental 

tenets of the profession and is liable in the future to act dishonestly.  

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mr Ogunsanmi's fitness to practise 

remains impaired. 

 

 

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

 

The panel first considered whether to take no action but concluded that this 

would be inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified proportionate 

nor in the public interest to take no further action. The panel determined that 

taking no action would be wholly insufficient for the purpose of upholding public 

confidence in the nursing profession and in the NMC as its regulator. The panel 

found that a caution order would be inappropriate for the same reasons.   
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The panel next considered whether continuing a conditions of practice order 

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 ISG.  

  

The panel is of the view that there are no practical or workable conditions that 

could be formulated given the recent lack of compliance with the previous 

conditions of practice order. The panel noted that Mr Ogunsanmi has not 

provided any new information addressing the concerns found in his practice and 

the previous review panel’s conditions requiring a necessity for supervision, the 

need for him to address concerns regarding medication administration, 

safeguarding vulnerable children and adults and the need to demonstrate an 

understanding of the need for honesty and integrity in the nursing profession.   

  

The panel had sight of the email from Mr Ogunsanmi dated 11 September 2018 

which indicating his present deteriorating insight and his apparent disrespect 

towards the regulatory process. Given this the panel considered that a 

conditions of practice order would no longer address or satisfy the public 

protection concerns. The panel concluded in view of his apparent position that 

he no longer wishes to be a nurse that the placing of conditions on Mr 

Ogunsanmi’s nursing practise, would serve no useful purpose and would not be 

in the public interest.  

  

The panel next considered imposing a suspension order. The panel was of the 

opinion that given Mr Ogunsanmi’s deteriorating insight and lack of engagement 

in the current review proceedings, a suspension order is now necessary in these 

circumstances. A suspension order would still allow Mr Ogunsanmi an 

opportunity to demonstrate his development and growth prior to the 

consideration of any further review of this order; whereby removal from the 

register will also be an option for a panel to consider.   
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The panel concluded that a 6 month suspension order would be the appropriate 

length of time which would afford Mr Ogunsanmi adequate time to contact the 

NMC before the next review hearing and produce evidence of his career 

intentions to the NMC and the reviewing panel as well as any progress he had 

made since the last review hearing. The panel was disappointed that there was 

evidence at the previous review hearing of developing insight and remediation, 

however today there had been no further information supplied by Mr Ogunsanmi 

so the panel had no information upon which to know of any positive progress 

made.    

  

The panel noted the recommendations made at the substantive hearing in 

September 2016,   

  

• Mr Ogunsanmi’s undertaking and passing a medicines management 

course;  

  

• Mr Ogunsanmi’s undertaking and passing a safeguarding course;  

  

Courses preferably to be classroom based with practical elements as opposed 

to online  

    

• any reading Mr Ogunsanmi has done on the associated subjects;   

• a reflective piece to demonstrate his insight and understanding of the 

impact his misconduct had on patient safety and the profession and 

how he has applied his learning from the above points in his daily 

practice; and  

• references from employers whether paid or unpaid work commenting 

on his honesty and good character.  

The panel further noted the conditions of practice order imposed at the last 

review hearing in September 2017 which included supervision and reference to 

a personal development plan regarding medication administration, safeguarding 

of vulnerable children and adults and demonstrating an understanding of the 
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need for honesty and integrity in the nursing profession.  It had no updated 

information to assess as to whether Mr Ogunsanmi had worked as a nurse 

under supervision or involving medication administration and safeguarding; nor 

did it have any new information about his progress by a personal development 

plan.   

  

The panel considered whether Mr Ogunsanmi should be removed from the 

register today but decided that this would be disproportionate. The panel 

therefore concluded that a 6 month suspension order would afford Mr 

Ogunsanmi adequate time to contact the NMC before the next review hearing 

and produce evidence of his career progress and intentions to the NMC and the 

reviewing panel.  

  

The next reviewing panel may be assisted by:  

  

• Mr Ogunsanmi’s presence at the next review hearing;  

  

• details about his future intentions regarding his nursing career   

  

• a reflective piece covering the following areas;  

  

a. medication administration  

  

b. safeguarding vulnerable children and adults  

  

c. demonstrating  an understanding of the need for honesty and integrity 

in the nursing profession  

  

• references from employers whether paid or unpaid work commenting on 

his honesty and good character and;  

  

• full details of further courses, certificates and any steps he has taken to 

keep his knowledge up to date since the original order was imposed.  
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Mr Ogunsanmi should be aware that, in the absence of any meaningful 

engagement by him before the next review of this order there is a real 

possibility that he will be struck off from the register. This order allows him a 

further chance to progress and demonstrate to a panel his commitment to 

nursing and good practice.   

  

This suspension order will be reviewed before it expires, unless Mr 

Ogunsanmi or the NMC requests the order to be reviewed at an earlier date. 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

The panel has considered carefully whether Mr Ogunsanmi’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 and has taken account of 

the submissions made by Ms Shehadah on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Ms Shehadah informed the panel of the background to Mr Ogunsanmi’s case, including 

the decisions of the substantive panel and previous reviewing panels. She submitted 

that Mr Ogunsanmi has not engaged with these proceedings since the previous review 

hearing, and in these circumstances the panel may find that his insight has deteriorated 

further. In light of no new information before the panel, Ms Shehadah invited the panel 

to make a finding of current impairment on the grounds of public protection and in the 

public interest.  

 

The panel heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor.   
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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 Mr Ogunsanmi’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

The panel considered the detailed recommendations made by the previous reviewing 

panel and noted that none of them have been addressed by Mr Ogunsanmi. 

Furthermore, there was no evidence of any communication from Mr Ogunsanmi since 

the previous review hearing. The panel was mindful of the difficulties in remediating 

dishonesty and noted that it had no information before it addressing insight, 

remediation, or remorse from Mr Ogunsanmi. The panel was mindful of the previous 

reviewing panel’s finding of deteriorating insight, and this panel had no evidence before 

it to demonstrate that Mr Ogunsanmi has developed further insight. In these 

circumstances, the panel determined that a real risk of repetition remains. The panel 

therefore decided that a finding of impairment on the grounds of public protection was 

required.  

 
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 also 

required. 

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mr Ogunsanmi’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

Having found Mr Ogunsanmi’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. 
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The panel first considered whether to take no action or impose a caution order but 

concluded that this would be inappropriate in view of the absence of any evidence to 

mitigate the risk identified. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor 

in the public interest to take no further action or impose a caution order. 

The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on Mr Ogunsanmi’s 

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

any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable. It considered 

that some of the charges found proved involve medication errors, which could be 

remediated through a conditions of practice order. However, the panel considered that 

Mr Ogunsanmi had previously been subject to a conditions of practice order, but had 

not complied. In these circumstances, the panel determined that there are no practical 

or workable conditions that could be formulated. Furthermore, the panel considered that 

conditions of practice would not be workable without Mr Ogunsanmi’s cooperation.  

 

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

had no evidence of engagement from Mr Ogunsanmi since the previous reviewing 

hearing on 25 September 2018.The panel considered that Mr Ogunsanmi has been 

given multiple opportunities to provide evidence of insight, remorse and remediation, 

which he has not provided to the panel. It was mindful that the previous reviewing panel 

had given Mr Ogunsanmi clear guidance as to steps for him to take to remediate his 

practice and provide assurance to this panel. However, he has not provided evidence of 

this. The panel was of the view that considerable evidence would be required to show 

that Mr Ogunsanmi no longer posed a risk to the public. In these circumstances, the 

panel determined that a further period of suspension would serve no useful purpose.  

 

The panel considered the case of Parkinson v NMC [2010] EWHC 1898 (Admin), 

particularly that a nurse found guilty of dishonesty, who does not attend before their 

regulator, and shows no insight or remorse into their dishonesty forfeits the small 

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

it was necessary to take action to prevent Mr Ogunsanmi 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. 
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This decision will be confirmed to Mr Ogunsanmi in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


