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Decision on proof of service  

The panel considered whether notice of this meeting has been served in accordance 

with Rules 11A and 34 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 

2004 (“the Rules”).  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. The panel noted that, under the 

amendments made to the Rules during the Covid-19 emergency period, a notice of 

hearing or meeting can be sent to a registrant’s registered address by recorded delivery 

and first class post or to a suitable email address on the register.  

 

The panel noted that notice of this substantive order review meeting was sent to Mr 

Droudge by email to his address on the register on 1 April 2021. The notice informed Mr 

Droudge that his suspension order would be reviewed at a meeting on or after 30 April 

2021, unless he asked for the review to take place at a hearing.  

 

The panel noted that there had been various email and telephone communications 

between Mr Droudge and the NMC since the notice was served.  

 

In a telephone call on 29 April 2021, Mr Droudge and his case officer agreed that it may 

be in Mr Droudge’s best interests for his suspension order to be reviewed at a hearing, 

so that Mr Droudge would have the opportunity to address a panel and explain his 

current situation.  

 

On 5 May 2021 there was communication back and forth between Mr Droudge and the 

NMC to identify a suitable date for a review hearing. The dates of 11 and 12 May were 

offered to Mr Droudge but he indicated that he was too busy with his current job in the 

hospitality sector to attend a hearing on these dates. Mr Droudge was asked to confirm 

his availability for a hearing before 21 June but he did not do so.  

 

On 6 May 2021 Mr Droudge indicated by email that a private meeting would actually be 

more suitable, and that he would send an email explaining his situation for the panel. 

However, nothing further has been heard from Mr Droudge since then. 

 



   

In these circumstances, the panel was satisfied that the notice was sent more than 28 

days in advance of this meeting and had been served in accordance with the Rules. 

The panel was also satisfied that it would be appropriate to proceed with this review at a 

meeting as, after some communication with the NMC, Mr Droudge has not actively 

pursued the option of attending a hearing. 

 

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 21 June 2021 in accordance with Article 30(1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the third review of a substantive order, originally imposed as a conditions of 

practice order for 18 months by a Fitness to Practise panel on 23 May 2018. The order 

was first reviewed on 5 November 2019 and extended for a further 12 months. It was 

reviewed again on 2 November 2020 where the conditions of practice order was 

replaced with a suspension order. The current order is due to expire at the end of 21 

June 2021.    

 

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

 

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: 

 

1) In relation to Patient A: 

a) Failed to administer enoxaparin at the following time: 

i) 22 January 2016 at 22:00; 

ii) 23 January 2016 at 22:00; 

 

b) Incorrectly signed Patient A’s MAR chart to indicate enoxaparin had been 

administered at the following time: 

i) 22 January 2016 at 22:00; 



   

ii) 23 January 2016 at 22:00; 

 

2) In relation to Patient B: 

a) Failed to administer enoxaparin at the following time: 

i) 22 January 2016 at 22:00; 

ii) 23 January 2016 at 22:00; 

 

b) Incorrectly signed Patient B’s MAR chart to indicate enoxaparin had been 

administered at the following time: 

i) 22 January 2016 at 22:00; 

ii) 23 January 2016 at 22:00; 

 

3) In relation to Patient C: 

a) On 24 January 2016 at 06:00 failed to administer enoxaparin; 

 

b) On 24 January 2016 at 06:00 incorrectly signed Patient C’s MAR chart to 

indicate enoxaparin had been administered; 

 

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 considered whether Mr Droudge’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. It noted that Mr Droudge had admitted the charges against him 

and demonstrated insight and reflection at his substantive hearing. 

However, at the time of the first review 12 months later he indicated to 

the NMC that he no longer intended to practise as a nurse, and provided 

no evidence of remediation or compliance with the conditions of practice 

order. 

 

For this review hearing, Mr Droudge has provided an update regarding 

his current situation. In his email dated 1 November 2020 he writes that:  



   

 

‘Since the hearing, I have left nursing and am working in the 

hospitality industry as a assistant manager for a pub company. I 

am undergoing management courses and increasing my PDP 

portfolio. 

 

My reasoning behind my decision not to return to nursing is mainly 

based on the experiences I had within Derriford Hospital and this 

being the main hospital in the Plymouth area where my God 

Children and friends are based. My confidence and passion for 

nursing has been knocked following the lack of support within the 

trust and the conditions of work leading up to the incidents 

investigated by the NMC. Talking to friends I trained with, these 

conditions are getting worse rather than better. 

 

I am deeply saddened that this is my decision as my experiences 

in Papworth Hospital, where I gained my Nurse of the Year Award, 

were some of the best experiences of my life. I am unsure 

whether I would want to return in the future and this is based on 

the fact I feel, in the current climate with COVID, I have a lot to 

offer. However, I also appreciate the NMC requires a definite 

answer. 

 

Should you require more information, I would be more than happy 

to provide this. 

 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide more clarity.’ 

 

The panel noted that, as Mr Droudge has not been working as a 

registered nurse, he has not been in a position to comply with the 

conditions of practice order. He has also not provided any evidence of 

remediation or further insight.   

 



   

In the absence of any evidence that Mr Droudge has remediated his 

misconduct, the panel concluded that there remains a risk of repetition 

and therefore a finding of current impairment continues to be required on 

public protection grounds.  

 

The panel was also of the view that a finding of current impairment 

continued to be required on public interest grounds to maintain 

confidence in the nursing profession and uphold proper standards of 

conduct and performance.’  

 

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

 

‘The panel next considered continuing the conditions of practice order. It 

noted that Mr Droudge has now been subject to conditions of practice for 

almost 2.5 years. However, during this time he has not practised as a 

registered nurse. He has therefore provided no evidence of compliance 

with the conditions of practice, and his most recent email suggests that, 

while he may wish to return to nursing in the future, he has no immediate 

plans to remediate his practice. The panel bore in mind that in order for 

conditions to be workable, a panel must be satisfied that a registrant will 

engage with them. The panel concluded that, in light of the fact that Mr 

Droudge is not practising as a registered nurse, a conditions of practice 

order is not currently workable, proportionate or appropriate.  

 

The panel therefore moved on to consider a suspension order. It noted 

that this would protect the public for the time it was in force. It would also 

give Mr Droudge an opportunity to consider his position and future 

intentions further, and communicate this to the NMC. The panel 

considered that a 6 month suspension order would allow Mr Droudge 

sufficient time to do this.  

 

The panel considered a striking-off order but decided that it would be 

disproportionate at this stage as Mr Droudge’s initial misconduct was not 



   

in itself sufficiently serious to warrant permanent removal from the 

register and could be remediated should Mr Droudge choose to do so. 

However, this panel wishes to make it clear that review hearings cannot 

go on indefinitely and, if Mr Droudge does decide that he wishes to return 

to nursing, then he will need to produce evidence of this to a future 

reviewing panel. If he does not, then a future reviewing panel may feel 

that his lack of remediation is incompatible with remaining on the 

register. 

 

Accordingly, the panel decided to make a 6 month suspension order. 

This will take effect upon the expiry of the current conditions of practice 

order, namely at the end of 21 December 2020, in accordance with 

Article 30(1) of the Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001. 

 

Before the suspension order expires, another panel will review the order. 

At this review, the panel may revoke the order or allow it to expire, it may 

continue the order, or it may replace the order with a different type of 

sanction. At that review, the future panel may be assisted by: 

 Mr Droudge’s engagement with the NMC; 

 A clear statement from Mr Droudge regarding his future career 

intentions; 

 Evidence of how Mr Droudge has kept his nursing skills and 

knowledge up-to-date (if he decides that he wishes to return to the 

profession).’  

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

The panel considered carefully whether Mr Droudge’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 communication between Mr Droudge and the NMC 

since the last review hearing in November 2020.  

 

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 Mr Droudge’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 

 

The panel noted that, in a telephone conversation on 29 April 2021, Mr Droudge 

informed the NMC that he is currently working in hospitality management and doesn’t 

intend to return to nursing in the next few years. He stated that he would like to keep his 

options open however, and is saddened by his absence from the profession. Mr 

Droudge’s case officer explained to him that panels can allow orders to expire if they 

are convinced that a registrant will not be attempting to return to nursing in the future, 

but Mr Droudge confirmed that he is not ready to commit to never working as a nurse 

again. Mr Droudge asked his case officer if people are ever able to reapply if they get 

struck off, and was informed that restoration applications can be made five years after a 

striking off order is made.  

 

In an email on 6 May 2021 Mr Droudge informed his case officer that he would send an 

email for the panel explaining his situation. However, despite prompts from his case 

officer, no email has been received.    

 

Other than the information set out above, no further information from Mr Droudge has 

been received. He has provided no evidence of steps that he has taken to remediate his 

misconduct or develop his insight. He has not provided any evidence of how he has 

kept his nursing skills and knowledge up to date, as suggested by the previous 

reviewing panel. Nor has he provided a clear statement regarding his future career 

intentions in nursing.  



   

 

In light of this, the panel considered that there had been no material change of 

circumstances since the last review. In the absence of any evidence that Mr Droudge 

has remediated the concerns about his clinical practice, the panel determined that his 

fitness to practise remains impaired on public protection grounds. The panel also 

determined that a finding of current impairment continued to be required on public 

interest grounds to maintain proper professional standards and uphold confidence in the 

profession. 

 

Determination on sanction 

Having found Mr Droudge’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 Articles 29 and 30 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. Taking no further action would 

not restrict Mr Droudge’s practice and therefore would not protect the public. The panel 

decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public interest to take no further 

action. 

 

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

would also be inappropriate for the same reasons. 

 

The panel next considered replacing the suspension order with a conditions of practice 

order. However, it had regard to the fact that Mr Droudge is currently not working in the 

healthcare sector, nor does he appear to have any intention of doing so in the 

foreseeable future. The panel therefore concluded that a conditions of practice order 

would be unworkable and inappropriate.  

 

The panel therefore moved on to consider a further period of suspension. It bore in mind 

that Mr Droudge has now been subject to substantive restrictions for three years. During 



   

this time he has made no efforts to remediate his original misconduct, nor develop his 

insight into the impact of his actions on the nursing profession. He is no closer to 

remediating his misconduct now than he was at his original substantive hearing in 2018. 

While he has engaged with the NMC to some extent, this has solely been in relation to 

the mechanics and logistics of the review hearing process. He has not provided any 

meaningful update or evidence to this panel, despite indicating that he would, and being 

specifically invited to do so by the previous panel.  

 

The last reviewing panel indicated that Mr Droudge needed to provide a clear indication 

of his future career intentions. Mr Droudge has not done so. While he has stated that he 

has no intention of practising as a nurse in the next few years, he has also stated that 

he does not want to be removed from the register. It appeared to this panel that Mr 

Droudge wishes to keep his nursing registration as a ‘safety net’ while he focuses on his 

career in the hospitality industry. 

 

The panel was mindful that, at this stage in the regulatory process, the burden is on Mr 

Droudge to satisfy this panel that he is no longer currently impaired and that he has a 

commitment to the nursing profession. A registrant cannot remain suspended 

indefinitely. A vague statement that he may wish to return to the profession at some 

point in the future was not sufficient to persuade the panel that he has a genuine 

commitment to the profession and an intention to remediate. This panel considered that, 

despite ample opportunity, Mr Droudge has not provided any evidence over the past 

three years of any genuine commitment to remediating his misconduct and to returning 

to safe practice within the profession.  

 

In these circumstances, the panel considered that a further period of suspension would 

serve no useful purpose. It considered that it was highly unlikely to result in any 

remediation from Mr Droudge, and that public confidence in the regulatory process 

would be undermined if this were to continue any longer.  

 

For these reasons, the panel decided that a suspension order was not an appropriate 

sanction and that the only sanction which would adequately protect the public and 



   

uphold the public interest was a striking-off order. The panel therefore directs the 

registrar to strike Mr Droudge’s name from the register.  

 

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

into effect upon the expiry of the existing suspension order, namely at the end of 21 

June 2021. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mr Droudge in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


