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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

1 July 2020 
 

Virtual Meeting 
 

Name of registrant:   Reuben Zapanta 
 
NMC PIN:  06H0303O 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub Part 1 
 Adult Nursing – 15 August 2006 
 
Area of registered address: Leeds 
 
Type of case: Lack of competence 
 
Panel members: Derek McFaull  (Chair, Lay member) 

Susan Jones  (Registrant member) 
Susan Ellerby  (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Mark Sullivan  
 
Panel Secretary: Edmund Wylde 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension order (4 months) 
 
Fitness to Practise: Impaired 
  
Outcome: Striking Off Order, to come into effect at the end 

of 10 August 2020. 
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Decision and reasons on service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel noted at the start of this meeting that Mr Zapanta was not in attendance. It 

noted that Mr Zapanta has not provided a registered email address on WISER, and bore in 

mind that it is incumbent on a registrant to ensure that their registration and contact details 

are up-to-date and accurate. The Notice of Meeting had been sent on 28 May 2020 to an 

email address from which Mr Zapanta had previously contacted the NMC; the panel 

considered this therefore to be an email address which Mr Zapanta has previously notified 

to the council and that he was previously contacted at. The NMC have also attempted to 

contact Mr Zapanta via the telephone contact details which are on the WISER register; no 

response has been forthcoming.  

 

The panel took into account that the Notice of Meeting provided details of the substantive 

order being reviewed, the time, date and venue of the meeting. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Mr Zapanta has 

been served with notice of this meeting in accordance with the requirements of Rules 11A 

and 34 of the ‘Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004’, as 

amended (the Rules).  

 

Having reviewed the papers of this Review Meeting, the panel considered it to be 

appropriate for this matter to be considered at a meeting, and did not determine it to be 

required for it to be considered at a hearing. Mr Zapanta has engaged intermittently with 

these proceedings and not at all since September 2019. 

 

Decision and reasons on review of the substantive order 

 

The panel decided to impose a striking off order. 

 

This order will come into effect at the end of 10 August 2020 in accordance with Article 

30(1) of the ‘Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001’ (the Order).  
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This is the fourth review of a conditions of practice order, originally imposed by a panel of 

the Conduct and Competence Committee by way of a Consensual Panel Determination 

(CPD) on 7 September 2016. This conditions of practice order was extended at two 

subsequent reviews. At the last review, on 24 February 2020, that reviewing panel 

replaced the conditions of practice order with a suspension order for a period of 4 months. 

The current order is due to expire at the end of 10 August 2020.  

 

The panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of the Order.  

 

The charges found proved by admission in the CPD, and accepted by that panel, which 

resulted in the imposition of the substantive order were as follows: 

 
‘That you, whilst employed by Leeds Teaching Hospitals NHS Trust (“the Trust”) as a 

Band 5 Registered Nurse at St James’ University Hospital (“the Hospital”), between 7 

February 2013 and 22 December 2014, failed to demonstrate the standards of 

knowledge, skill, and judgment required to practise without supervision as a Registered 

Nurse in that you: 

 

1) Did not demonstrate the required knowledge and/or skill and/or judgement in 

respect of infection control on (but not restricted to) one or more occasions set out 

within Schedule 1. 

 

2) Did not demonstrate the required knowledge and/or skill and/or judgement in 

respect of medication administration/management on (but not restricted to) one or 

more occasions set out within Schedule 2. 

 

3) Did not demonstrate the required knowledge and/or skill and/or judgement in 

respect of record keeping on (but not restricted to) one or more occasions set out 

within Schedule 3’. 

 

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

 

This panel concluded that Mr Zapanta’s fitness to practise is still currently impaired. 

It noted that there had been no material change to suggest the risk to patients has 
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reduced and therefore the panel was not satisfied that Mr Zapanta is currently safe 

to practise unrestricted. 

 

The panel 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 grounds of 

public protection and public interest grounds is required. 

 

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

impaired.  

 

The third 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 seriousness of the 

case. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public 

interest to take no further action. To take no action would not appropriately protect 

the public. 

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

this would be inappropriate. The panel noted that this case was not at the lower end 

of the spectrum for impaired fitness to practice nor would it provide adequate 

protection for the public.  

The panel next considered the continuation of the conditions of practice order. This 

order has been in place for three and a half years and as yet Mr Zapanta has not 

met any of the conditions. In all the circumstances the panel considered that a 

conditions of practice order is no longer the appropriate order in this case. The 

panel concluded that Mr Zapanta’s lack of engagement, insight and remediation has 

now made a conditions of practice no longer workable. 

 

The panel determined therefore that a suspension order is the only appropriate 

sanction which would both protect the public and satisfy the wider public interest. 

Accordingly, the panel determined to impose a suspension order for the period of 
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four months. The panel determined that a period of four months would be a 

proportionate amount of time, to provide Mr Zapanta with an adequate opportunity 

to demonstrate the steps he has taken towards remediating his practice and provide 

appropriate and up-to-date supporting documentation.  It considered this to be the 

most appropriate and proportionate sanction available. 

 

This suspension order will take effect upon the expiry of the current conditions of 

practice order, namely 10 April 2020 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing 

and Midwifery Order 2001.  

 

This panel considered imposing a striking-off order but concluded that this would 

disproportionate at this time  

 

However, the panel noted that if Mr Zapanta did not make significant efforts to 

engage with the NMC, in light of the length of time since the start of these 

regulatory proceedings and his lack of meaningful engagement it would be open to 

a reviewing panel to impose a striking off order.  

 

This panel considered that the next reviewing panel may be assisted by: 

 

 Mr Zapanta’s engagement with the NMC, and attendance in person at any 

review hearing; 

 Up-to-date testimonials; 

 An up-to-date reflective piece focusing on the importance of nurses having 

appropriate levels of competence, and how Mr Zapanta intends to fully 

address the identified issues in his clinical practice. 

 An explanation of Mr Zapanta’s future intentions in relation to nursing. 

 

Decision and reasons on current impairment 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Mr Zapanta’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 
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light of the current circumstances. Whilst it has noted the decision of the last panel, this 

panel has exercised its own judgement as to current impairment. 

 

The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it. It 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 Mr Zapanta’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

This panel had no information before it to indicate a material change of circumstances in 

respect of Mr Zapanta’s fitness to practise. Mr Zapanta has not engaged with the NMC in 

respect of the regulatory process and these proceedings since the review hearing in 2019, 

despite attempts by the NMC to contact him, and has not provided any material to indicate 

that his fitness to practise is no longer impaired. There is no information before this panel 

as to any attempts at remediation of his practice, or developed insight into the charges 

found proved and their impact on others and public confidence in the profession. There 

has been no material change of circumstances since the last review to indicate that Mr 

Zapanta’s fitness to practise is not currently impaired. 

 

The panel therefore concluded that Mr Zapanta’s fitness to practise remains currently 

impaired, on the grounds of public protection and public interest.  

 

Decision and reasons on sanction 

 

Having found Mr Zapanta’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 but concluded that this would be 

inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case. The panel reminded itself of the NMC 

guidance on “Allowing Orders to Lapse” and concluded that such a course would be 

inappropriate in the circumstances of the case, with Mr Zapanta not having provided a 

clear and sustained intention not to return to nursing. The panel decided that it would be 

neither proportionate nor in the public interest to take no further action.  

 

It then considered the imposition of a caution order but determined that, due to the 

seriousness of the case and the public protection issues identified, an order that does not 

restrict Mr Zapanta’s practice, such as a caution order would not be appropriate in the 

circumstances. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public 

interest to impose a caution order. 

 

The panel next considered whether a conditions of practice order on Mr Zapanta’s 

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

any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable. The panel bore 

in mind the seriousness of the facts found proved at the original hearing. Mr Zapanta has 

previously been subject to conditions of practice orders for some three-and-a-half years 

and has failed to comply with them. The panel determined that, due to Mr Zapanta’s 

protracted period of non-engagement with the NMC, this panel could not be satisfied that 

Mr Zapanta would engage with any conceivable conditions of practice order, so as the 

public could be adequately protected. The panel therefore determined that a conditions of 

practice order would be inappropriate to the circumstances of this case.  

 

The panel next considered imposing a further suspension order. It bore in mind that there 

has been minimal engagement on Mr Zapanta’s part with the regulatory process; well over 

three-and-a-half years have now passed since the original substantive hearing, and there 

is no information before this panel as to any significant attempts by Mr Zapanta to 

remediate his practice, develop his insight, declare his intentions in respect of working as a 

nurse, or engage with the NMC in respect of these matters. The panel reminded itself that 

the charges found proved at the original substantive hearing amounted to a serious lack of 

competence. There has been, in the panel’s view, minimal progress since that substantive 

hearing in respect of remediation of Mr Zapanta’s practice. The panel determined that a 
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further period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose in all of the 

circumstances.  

 

The panel bore in mind that that, as Mr Zapanta has been subject to a substantive order 

for over two years, a striking-off order is available to this panel as a potential sanction. The 

panel determined that, in the particular circumstances of this case, it was necessary to 

take action to prevent Mr Zapanta 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. 

 

This striking-off order will take effect upon the expiry of the current suspension order, 

namely the end of 10 August 2020 in accordance with Article 30(1). 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mr Zapanta in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 


