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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Order Review Hearing 

12 March 2019 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, Temple Court 13a Cathedral Road, Cardiff, CF11 
9HA 

 

Name of registrant: Julie Patricia Stone 
 
NMC PIN:  89J0037W 
 
Part(s) of the register:   Registered Nurse - Sub part 1  
  Adult Nursing – 17 January 1993 
 
Area of Registered Address: Wales 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: John Penhale (Chair, Lay member) 

Pamela Campbell (Registrant member) 
Andrew Harvey (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Charles Parsley 
 
Panel Secretary: Deepan Jaddoo 
 
Mrs Stone: Not present and not represented 
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Assad Badruddin, Case Presenter 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order – 12 months 
  
Outcome: Striking-off order to come into effect at the 

end of 12 April 2019 in accordance with 
Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 
Order 2001 
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Decision on Service of Notice of Hearing: 

 

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

attendance and that written notice of this hearing had been sent to Mrs Stone’s 

registered address by recorded delivery and by first class post on 29 January 2019. 

Royal Mail Track and Trace confirmed that the notice was delivered to Mrs Stone’s 

address on 9 February 2019 and signed for in the name of ‘STONE’. 

 

The panel took into account that the notice letter provided details of the time, date 

and venue of the hearing, and amongst other things, information about Mrs Stone’s 

right to attend, be represented and call evidence, as well as the panel’s power to 

proceed in her absence. Mr Badruddin submitted the NMC had complied with the 

requirements of Rules 11 and 34 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to 

Practise) Rules 2004, as amended (“the Rules”).  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Stone 

has been served with notice of this hearing in accordance with the requirements of 

Rules 11 and 34. 

 

Decision on proceeding in the absence of the Registrant: 

 

Mr Badruddin invited the panel to continue in the absence of Mrs Stone, on the basis 

that she had voluntarily absented herself. Mr Badruddin told the panel that no 

request for an adjournment had been made by Mrs Stone and that there was no 

reason to believe that an adjournment would secure her attendance on some future 

occasion.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. The panel noted that its 

discretionary power to proceed in the absence of a registrant, under the provisions of 

Rule 21, is one that should be exercised “with the utmost care and caution” as 

referred to in the case of R. v Jones (Anthony William), (No.2) [2002] UKHL 5. He 
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also referred to the case of General Medical Council v Adeogba; General Medical 

Council v Visvardis [2016] EWCA Civ 162, and the duty of the registrant to engage 

with his or her regulator during disciplinary proceedings. 

 

The panel has decided to proceed in the absence of Mrs Stone. In reaching this 

decision, the panel has considered the submissions of the case presenter, and the 

advice of the legal assessor. It has had particular regard to the factors set out in the 

decision of Jones and Adeogba. It has had regard to the overall interests of justice 

and fairness to all parties. It noted that: 

 

 no application for an adjournment has been made by Mrs Stone; 

 there has been no recent engagement from Mrs Stone; 

 there is no reason to suppose that adjourning would secure her attendance at 

some future date;  

 there is a strong public interest in reviewing this case prior to the expiry of the 

order. 

 

In these circumstances, the panel has decided that it is fair and appropriate to 

proceed in the absence of Mrs Stone. 

 

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

Midwifery Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the second review of suspension order originally made for 7 months by a 

panel of the Fitness to Practise Committee on 10 August 2018. The order was last 

reviewed at a meeting on 6 March 2018. At that review the order was extended for a 

period of 12 months.   

 

The panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of the Order.  
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The charges found proved, by way of admission, which resulted in the imposition of 

the substantive order were as follows: 

 

That you, a registered nurse, while employed by Summerhill Care Homes Group 

at Rowan House Care Home:  

 

1. On 8 June 2016:  

 

a) Failed to attend to Resident A when you were notified on three occasions 

that she was bleeding through her vagina;  

 

b) Failed to assess Resident A before recommending that she be given 

haemorrhoid cream;  

 

c) Did not record in Resident A’s daily notes that you had been asked by 

carers to attend to Resident A and/or that you had been notified that 

Resident A’s bleeding had worsened;  

 

d) Did not contact the GP to request a review as Resident A’s bleeding had 

continued.  

 

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: 

 

“The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it. This included written 

submissions from Mrs Stone sent to the NMC on 26 February 2018. Mrs Stone, in 

these submissions, explained the impact of her misconduct as follows:  

 

‘Impact of my misconduct 
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I was proud of being a nurse and of my integrity. I realise that on that day, I let 

down everyone including myself. I feel so ashamed and embarrassed that I 

did not help someone who needed me. I have betrayed the trust of everyone; 

resident A, her family, care staff and colleagues, the general public and 

brought the nursing profession into disrepute. I have felt overwhelmed and 

broken – hearted. I was unable to face what I had done and unable to open, 

let alone respond, to NMC letters.  I have taken a course of counselling to try 

to come to terms with what happened and feel that I can’t continue to be a 

nurse.’ 

 

In her written submissions Mrs Stone stated that she is unable to provide any 

testimonials or evidence of training because she has not worked since the incident. 

Further, Mrs Stone stated that she has not kept her nursing knowledge up to date 

because she has no intention of returning to the nursing profession as she is ‘unable 

to function’ under the amount of stress in her work as a nurse.  

 

The panel first considered whether a finding of impairment was required on the 

grounds of public protection. The panel noted that at the substantive hearing the 

NMC had submitted that a finding of current impairment was necessary to protect the 

public in view of Mrs Stone’s lack of insight and remediation. The panel has 

determined that Mrs Stone has now demonstrated sufficient insight and remorse into 

her failings and fully appreciates the consequences of her actions in her written 

statement. Although Mrs Stone has demonstrated insight she has not taken any 

steps to remediate her practice and she has expressed a desire to leave the nursing 

profession. In the light of Mrs Stone’s lack of remediation, the panel has determined 

that there remains a risk of repetition of her misconduct. As a result, she may act in 

such a way in the future so as to put members of the public at unwarranted risk of 

harm, bring the nursing profession into disrepute and breach a fundamental tenet of 

the profession. Therefore the panel determined that a continued finding of 

impairment is necessary on public protection grounds. 

 

The panel then considered whether a finding of impairment was needed on public 

interest grounds. The panel determined that, although Mrs Stone’s misconduct was 
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serious, this has been appropriately marked by the 7 month suspension order. The 

panel considered that the public interest in upholding professional standards of 

conduct and maintaining confidence in the profession has been served by this 

sanction. The panel did not consider that a further finding of impairment was 

necessary on public interest grounds. 

 

For all the reasons outlined above, the panel determined that Mrs Stone’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired by reason of her misconduct on the ground of public 

protection only.” 

 

The last 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 and the need to protect the 

public.  

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

would also be inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and the need to 

protect the public.  

The panel went on to consider whether to replace the current suspension order with 

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

remediable and given Mrs Stone’s level of insight and remorse, conditions of practice 

could properly address the concerns should Mrs Stone wish to engage fully and 

return to the profession. However, in light of Mrs Stone’s current desire to leave the 

profession the panel concluded that a conditions of practice order would not be 

appropriate as would be difficult to formulate workable conditions. There can be no 

workable conditions in circumstances where Mrs Stone has said that she has no 

intention of returning to practice. 

 

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

view that while Mrs Stone has expressed a desire to leave the profession, a 

suspension order would allow her time consider her options and remediate her 

practice. The panel was of the view that Mrs Stone, given her engagement and 
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insight, may change her mind and chose return to the profession. The panel 

concluded that a further 12 month suspension order would be the appropriate and 

proportionate response and would afford Mrs Stone adequate time to consider her 

options and remediate her practice.  

 

The panel considered a striking off order but concluded that notwithstanding Mrs 

Stone’s current stated desire to leave the profession, it would be a disproportionate 

sanction at this time. 

 

The panel considered that a future reviewing panel may be assisted by the following: 

 

 Evidence of training or working in a caring environment either in a paid or 

voluntary role; 

 References and testimonials from any employment (paid or unpaid); 

 Mrs Stone’s attendance at a future hearing would greatly assist a reviewing 

panel (whether in person or via telephone). 

 

The panel considered that a future panel ought to be furnished with Mrs Stone’s 

reflective statement, sent by email to the NMC on 26 February 2018.” 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

This panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Stone’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 had regard to all of the documentation before it, including a written 

reflective piece from Mrs Stone dated 26 February 2018. It also took account of the 

submissions made by Mr Badruddin, on behalf of the NMC.   
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Mr Badruddin outlined the background to this case. He told the panel that there has 

been no engagement from Mrs Stone since her last review hearing in March 2018 

and that the NMC has no evidence to suggest that Mrs Stone had addressed the 

regulatory concerns identified by the substantive hearing panel in August 2017 or the 

previous reviewing panel in March 2018. Mr Badruddin also submitted that there was 

no information to suggest whether Mrs Stone intends to continue practising as a 

nurse or continue her nursing career. Mr Badruddin submitted that the misconduct 

found proved was of a serious nature which resulted in patient harm and that there 

remains serious deficiencies in relation to her clinical practice.  

Given the lack of recent information in relation to Mrs Stone’s insight, remorse and 

remediation, Mr Badruddin submitted that Mrs Stone’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. He therefore invited the panel to consider that Mrs Stone’s registration is 

incompatible with remaining on the register.  

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 Mrs Stone’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 

 

The panel considered that Mrs Stone has minimally engaged with the NMC 

throughout this process and has not engaged since her last review hearing in March 

2018. Mrs Stone has provided no information to the NMC as to her current 

circumstances. The panel has not received any recent or further information 

indicating Mrs Stone’s level of insight, remorse or remediation into the misconduct 

found proved, despite the previous panel indicating that this information was lacking 

in March 2018. The panel considered that Mrs Stone has had ample opportunity to 

demonstrate this. In light of this, the panel determined that Mrs Stone still remains 

liable to repeat clinical failings of the kind found proved. The panel therefore decided 
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that a finding of continuing impairment is necessary on the grounds of public 

protection.  

 

The panel bore 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.  

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

impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Mrs Stone’s fitness to practise currently impaired, the panel then 

considered what, if any, sanction it should impose in this case. The panel also took 

into account the NMC’s Sanctions Guidance (SG) 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 or impose a caution order but 

concluded that either sanction 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 or to impose a 

caution order. 

 

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

has not received any evidence of Mrs Stone’s current circumstances, or whether she 

would engage with any conditions if they were imposed upon her nursing practice.  

 

The panel reconsidered Mrs Stone’s reflective piece dated 26 February 2018 in the 

absence of any further response or engagement from her. It noted the assertions 

made by her in relation to her personal difficult circumstances at the time. The panel 

also noted Mrs Stone’s assertions about her health at the time, however, the panel 

set this against the fact that it had no medical evidence before it in relation to this.  
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The panel considered that it had not had sight of any recent reflection despite ample 

opportunity as well as advice from the reviewing panel on the importance of doing 

so. The panel was therefore of the view that conditions of practice order could not be 

formulated so as to be appropriate, proportionate and workable. In particular a 

conditions of practice order could not be workable when there was no evidence of a 

willingness by Mrs Stone to engage with a view to remediating her practice.   

 

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

substantive panel’s reasons for imposing a suspension order. The panel also took 

into account the previous reviewing panel’s reasons for extending the suspension 

order for a period of 12 months which would give Mrs Stone an opportunity to reflect 

on her misconduct. The panel noted that Mrs Stone has not provided the NMC or 

this panel with any evidence of sufficient remorse, or remediation. Further, Mrs 

Stone has not demonstrated any further insight into her previous failings which 

resulted in a vulnerable patient suffering actual harm. The panel determined that Mrs 

Stone’s conduct was unacceptable and a significant departure from the standards of 

conduct and behaviour expected of a registered nurse. The panel was of the view 

that it had been made clear to Mrs Stone that considerable evidence would be 

required to show that she no longer posed a risk to the public. She had failed to 

provide any such evidence. The panel considered that Mrs Stone’s failure to engage 

with her regulator is extremely grave. 

 

The panel also considered that, as a result of Mrs Stone’s continued lack of 

engagement, a further period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose.  

 

The panel noted that on two previous occasions, panels had set out to Mrs Stone the 

actions which she would need to pursue to enable her to return to safe practice. 

However, this panel has not been provided with any information as to her willingness 

to do so. The panel was of the view that public confidence in the NMC as regulator 

could not be sustained when a registrant persists in her refusal to engage or take the 

steps necessary to remediate her practice.  
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The panel therefore concluded that it was necessary to take action to prevent Mrs 

Stone from practising in the future and concluded that the only sanction that would 

adequately protect the public was a striking-off order. 

 

In accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Order, this striking-off order will come into 

effect upon the expiry of the existing suspension order, namely at the end of 12 April 

2019. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Stone in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 


