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Decision and reasons on service of Notice of Hearing

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq was not in
attendance and that the Notice of Hearing had been sent to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s

registered email address by secure email on 20 August 2026.

Ms Katanolli, on behalf of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC), submitted that it had
complied with the requirements of Rules 8 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.

The panel took into account that the Notice of Hearing provided details of the allegations,
the time, date and that the hearing was to be held virtually, including instructions on how to
join, and, amongst other things, information about Mrs Balogun-Sadiq'’s right to attend, be

represented and call evidence, as well as the panel’s power to proceed in her absence.

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Balogun-
Sadiq has been served with notice of this hearing in accordance with the requirements of
Rules 8 and 34.

Decision and reasons on proceeding in the absence of Mrs Balogun-Sadiq

The panel next considered whether it should proceed in the absence of Mrs Balogun-
Sadiq. It had regard to Rule 8 and heard the submissions of Ms Katanolli who invited the
panel to continue in the absence of Mrs Balogun-Sadiq. She submitted that Mrs Balogun-

Sadiq had voluntarily absented herself.

Ms Katanolli referred the panel to the email from the NMC case officer dated 7 September
2026 asking Mrs Balogun-Sadiq to confirm her attendance to the hearing however there
was no response. She also referred the panel to the email from the Hearings Coordinator
to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq on 24 September 2026 providing her with the Teams link and asking
her to confirm her attendance however there was no response. Ms Katanolli submitted that

there had been limited engagement by Mrs Balogun-Sadig with the NMC and, as a
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consequence, there was no reason to believe that an adjournment would secure her
attendance on some future occasion. She further stated that there was a public interest in
expeditiously progressing this hearing and noted that there was a need to review this case

before the order expires.

Ms Katanolli concluded by submitting that the public interest in this case proceeding

outweighed Mrs Balogun-Sadiqg’s interest and invited the panel to proceed in her absence.

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.

In making its decision on whether or not to proceed in the absence of Mrs Balogun-Sadiq
the panel had regard to the NMC guidance ‘Proceeding with hearings when the nurse,

midwife or nursing associate is absent (reference CMT-8)'.

In reaching this decision, the panel has considered the submissions of Ms Katanolli, and
the advice of the legal assessor. It has had particular regard to relevant case law and to

the overall interests of justice and fairness to all parties. It noted that:

¢ No application for an adjournment has been made by Mrs Balogun-Sadigq;

e The NMC case officer sent an email to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq on 7 September 2026
which stated: ‘Can you let me know if you plan to attend your upcoming virtual
substantive order review hearing on Monday 28 September 20267’ There was no
response.

e The Hearings Coordinator sent an email on 24 September 2026 to Mrs Balogun-
Sadiq asking her to confirm whether she wishes to attend the hearing and providing
her with a Teams link. There was no response.

e Mrs Balogun-Sadiqg has had limited engagement with the NMC and has not
responded to the correspondence sent to her about this hearing, and noted a
diminishing engagement with the regulatory process;

e The panel considered that, whilst there might be a disadvantage to Mrs Balogun-
Sadiq in proceeding, she could have submitted written materials for this hearing;

e This is a mandatory review and there is a public interest in conducting a review of

the order; and
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e There is no reason to suppose that adjourning would secure her attendance at

some future date.

In these circumstances, the panel has decided that it is fair to proceed in the absence of

Mrs Balogun-Sadiq.

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 6 November 2026 in accordance with Article
30(1) of the ‘Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001’ (the Order).

This is the third review of a substantive suspension order originally imposed for a period of
six months by a Fitness to Practise Committee panel on 7 April 2025. This was reviewed
on 17 September 2025, and the suspension was confirmed for a further six months. The
second review took place on 23 March 2026, and the suspension was confirmed for a

further six months.

The current order is due to expire at the end of 6 November 2026.

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

The following charges were found proved, whilst charge 3 was proved by way of
admission, and resulted in the imposition of the substantive order:

‘That you, a registered midwife

1. At Princess Royal University Hospital on 17-18 July 2019 failed to treat
Mother A with kindness, respect and compassion in that you
a. On one or more occasions did not respond at all or kindly when
Mother A spoke to you
b. Did not provide reassurance or encouragement to Mother A during

care of her
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c. When Mother A stated she felt she couldn’t push anymore
responded by saying (words to the effect of)

‘If you don’t push, I'm going to have to cut you’
d. ... [NOT PROVED]
e. When Mother A cried out in pain, responded by saying (words to
the effect of)

‘What’s wrong with you? Are you emotional?’

2. At Princess Royal University Hospital on 17-18 July 2019 failed to ensure
that Mother A had adequate pain relief in place before commencing and/or

during the suturing process

3. On or around 03 November 2022 completed paperwork for consideration
by the Nursing & Midwifery Council (‘NMC’) that stated that you

‘retired on 31 August 202’ (sic)
which was not true as you continued to undertake midwifery shifts at St

Georges Hospital’.

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

‘Today’s panel has received no new information to demonstrate that Mrs Balogun-
Sadiq has gained insight into her misconduct or that she is not liable to repeat her
misconduct. In light of this, this panel determined that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq is liable to
repeat matters of the kind found proved. The panel therefore decided that a finding

of continuing impairment is necessary on the grounds of public protection.

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, a finding of continuing impairment on public interest

grounds is also required.

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s fitness to practise

remains impaired.’
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The second reviewing panel determined the following with regard to sanction:

‘The panel considered that a caution order would not be appropriate given the risk

of repetition and risk to patients and would not protect the public.

Further, the panel considered that conditions of practice were not appropriate in this
case as all of the concerns related to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s misconduct rather than
any concerns relating to competence. The panel noted that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq had
effectively not engaged with the NMC and, as such, imposing conditions would not

be workable or appropriate.

In the circumstances, the panel determined that the extension of the order of

suspension was necessary to protect the public and satisfy the public interest.

The panel considered that a period of suspension would afford Mrs Balogun-Sadiq
the opportunity to provide reflections on her misconduct and would allow her to

undertake further relevant training.

The panel noted that the original panel had considered that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s
misconduct was remediable. It also considered that it was possible that Mrs
Balogun-Sadiq could re-engage with the regulatory process. Further, the panel was
of the view that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s misconduct had related to an isolated incident
in what had hitherto been 22 years of a previously unblemished career. In those
circumstances the panel determined that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq should be given the
opportunity to re-engage with her requlator and provide evidence of strengthened

practice.

In those circumstances, the panel considered that suspension was the appropriate

order.

However, the panel did note the following NMC Guidance, ‘Removal from the

register when there is a substantive order in place’ (Rev-2h), which stated:
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‘There is a persuasive burden on the professional at a substantive order review to
demonstrate that they have fully acknowledged why past professional performance
was deficient and through insight, application, education, supervision or other

achievement sufficiently addressed the past impairments.

While Suspension Orders and Conditions of Practice Orders can be varied or
extended, they are not intended to exist indefinitely. In time the professional must
be allowed to practise without restriction or they must leave the register. It is neither
in the interests of the public nor the professional’s own interests that they are kept

in limbo.’

The panel gave careful consideration to imposing a striking off order at this review
and considered that a striking off order could be deemed appropriate at a future
review were Mrs Balogun-Sadiq to continue to not engage in the regulatory

Process.

However, the panel determined that, at this time, and according to the criteria of
SAN-2D, it was currently realistic that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq could return to practise in
the future, and there was still a realistic prospect of Mrs Balogun-Sadiq engaging to

remediate her misconduct.

Accordingly, the panel determined that a suspension order for a further period of six
months was the necessary and proportionate sanction to reflect the lack of insight
and the need for Mrs Balogun-Sadiq to demonstrate that she has strengthened her

practice.
Before the end of the period of suspension, another panel will review the order. At
the review hearing the panel may revoke the order, or it may confirm the order, or it

may replace the order with another order.

The panel endorsed the previous review panel’s recommendations that Mrs

Balogun-Sadiq provide the following:
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» Evidence of any further professional development including documentary
evidence of additional courses.

» Testimonials from a line manager or supervisor that detail current work or
voluntary positions.

» A structured reflective piece which critically examines the regulatory concerns to
include what Mrs Balogun-Sadiq would do differently if faced with a similar
situation.

» A reflective piece on what Mrs Balogun-Sadiq has learnt from the training she
has done, how it will inform her practice in the future and how it addresses the
regulatory concerns.

* Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s attendance at a future review hearing.’

Decision and reasons on current impairment

The panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Balogun-Sadiq'’s fithess to practise
remains impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the NMC has
defined fitness to practise as the ability of a professional on our register to practise as a
nurse, midwife or nursing associate safely and effectively without restriction. In considering
this case, the panel has carried out a comprehensive review of the order in 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, including the NMC bundle.

It has taken account of the submissions made by Ms Katanolli.

Ms Katanolli submitted that there was no new information relating to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s
impairment and reminded the panel that there was a persuasive burden upon Mrs
Balogun-Sadig to demonstrate that issues relating to her impairment had been sufficiently
addressed. Mrs Balogun-Sadiq had not fulfilled the previous panel’s recommendations. Ms
Katanolli therefore submitted that in the absence of any evidence of remediation and
insight there remains a risk of repetition of the behaviour found proved. Ms Katanolli
submitted that, as there has been no material change in circumstances, Mrs Balogun-

Sadiq remains impaired and is not suitable to practise unrestricted.
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Ms Katanolli submitted that the panel may wish to extend the suspension order in order to
allow Mrs Balogun-Sadiq sufficient time to fulfil the recommendations, demonstrate insight
and the ability to practise safely and effectively to a future panel. She also referred the
panel to the previous reviewing panel’s decision which made reference to strike off
potentially being relevant to a future reviewing panel and it was her submission that the

panel ought to put weight on this today.

The panel heard and 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 Balogun-Sadiq’s fitness to practise remains impaired.
The panel noted it had no new evidence before it today to suggest otherwise and there

has been no material change since the last hearing. The panel also noted that there is a
finding of impairment and that the persuasive burden is on Mrs Balogun-Sadiq to provide

evidence that her fitness to practise is no longer impaired.

The panel noted that there are serious concerns identified in Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s case
including failing to treat patients with kindness, respect and compassion. The panel further
noted that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq has not addressed the recommendations given to her at the
last hearing. She has not submitted a reflective piece to demonstrate that she has gained
insight into her failures, nor submitted any other information for the panel to consider

today.

In light of Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s failure to demonstrate improved insight or remediation of
the failings found in her practice, the panel determined that there remains a real risk of

repetition of the misconduct found proved.

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s fitness to practise remains
impaired on public protection grounds. The panel also found that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s

fitness to practise remains impaired on public interest grounds to protect and maintain
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standards and confidence in the profession, in light of the misconduct found and lack of

remediation.

Decision and reasons on sanction

Having found Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’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.

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.

In coming to its decision, the panel had regard to its findings on impairment.

It bore in mind that its primary purpose is to protect the public and maintain public
confidence in the nursing and midwifery profession and the NMC as its regulator.

The panel considered that taking no further action would be neither appropriate nor
proportionate taking into account the public protection concerns and the need to uphold

the wider public interest in this case.

The panel considered that a caution order would not be appropriate given the risk of

repetition and risk to patients and would not protect the public.

Further, the panel considered that conditions of practice were not appropriate in this case
as all of the concerns related to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s misconduct rather than any concerns
relating to competence. The panel noted that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq has not engaged with
the NMC since the first substantive order review which took place 17 September 2025.
Further, the panel specifically noted that there was no engagement whatsoever at the
second substantive order review on 23 March 2026. In these circumstances, the panel
considered that imposing conditions would not be workable or appropriate.

The panel next considered imposing a further suspension order. The panel considered that

although Mrs Balogun-Sadiq had engaged with the NMC in relation to her first review
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hearing by submitting certificates, she has not engaged since. It was mindful that the
previous reviewing panel had stated that it ‘gave careful consideration to imposing a
striking off order at this review and considered that a striking off order could be deemed
appropriate at a future review were Mrs Balogun-Sadiq to continue to not engage in the

regulatory process.’

The panel noted that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq had not acted upon the recommendations of the
last reviewing panel as she had not produced a reflective statement demonstrating insight
into the impact of her misconduct on patients and the reputation of the profession, produce
any testimonials or demonstrate any insight. The panel further noted that there had been
no references provided from an employer, no documentary evidence of Mrs Balogun-

Sadiq’s professional development as recommended by the previous reviewing panel.

The panel was mindful that Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s suspension order has been ongoing
since April 2025. It considered that the two previous reviewing panels have extended the
suspension order for a period of six months both times in order to allow Mrs Balogun-
Sadiq the opportunity to return to nursing, comply with the panel’s recommendations and

engage with the NMC.

Further, the panel was of the opinion that the recommendations of the previous panel
made it very clear the steps Mrs Balogun-Sadiq could take to remediate the concerns
whilst being subject to a suspension order. The burden is on Mrs Balogun-Sadiq to

address her impairment, but she has not provided any evidence of this.

The panel took regard of the SG which states that a suspension order may be appropriate

where some of the following factors are apparent:

e ‘a single instance of misconduct but where a lesser sanction is not sufficient

e no evidence of harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problems

e no evidence of repetition of behaviour since the incident

« the Committee is satisfied that the nurse, midwife or nursing associate has insight
and does not pose a significant risk of repeating behaviour

e in cases where the only issue relates to the nurse, midwife or nursing associate’s
health, there is a risk to patient safety if they were allowed to continue to practise

even with conditions
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e in cases where the only issue relates to the nurse, midwife or nursing associate’s
lack of competence, there is a risk to patient safety if they were allowed to continue

to practise even with conditions’

The panel concluded that the above factors were no longer engaged in this case and
determined that a further period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose in all of
the circumstances and therefore it decided that a further suspension order was not justified
on the evidence before it. Mrs Balogun-Sadiq had not attended this review hearing to

speak directly to the panel and had provided no documentary submissions.

The panel then went on to consider whether a striking off order would be an appropriate

sanction.

The panel carefully considered the NMC guidance ‘Standard reviews of substantive orders
before they expire’ (reference REV-2a, last updated 30 August 2024). In particular, the
panel noted that before considering removal from the register, it should carefully take into
account various relevant considerations. These considerations include the length of time
the professional has already been subject to a substantive order; the professional’s level of
engagement; the professional’s level of insight/understanding and the amount of progress
made (and remaining) towards being fit to practise. In respect of these considerations, the
panel noted that if the panel concludes that continuing or imposing a suspension order is
unlikely to result in the professional returning to safe unrestricted practice within a
reasonable period of time the panel should ensure that the professional is removed from

the register.

The Sanction Guidance, SAN-2e (last updated 28 January 2026) states that a striking off

order may be appropriate where some of the following factors are apparent:

e ‘Do the charges found proved raise fundamental questions about their

professionalism?

e Can public confidence in the profession be maintained if the professional is not

removed from the Register?
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o Is there any amount of insight and reflection which could keep people receiving care
and members of the public safe, maintain public confidence in the profession, and

uphold professional standards?

e Is there a realistic prospect that, after suspension, the professional will have gained
insight and strengthened their practice such that the risk they pose will have

reduced?’

The panel considered that the above points are engaged in the circumstances of this case.
Mrs Balogun-Sadiq’s lack of engagement with the NMC and her failure to address the
identified concerns constituted a significant departure from the standards expected of a
registered nurse, the misconduct identified in this case has and would continue to put
patients at risk of harm and is therefore fundamentally incompatible with her remaining on
the register. The panel determined that it was necessary to take action to prevent Mrs
Balogun-Sadiq 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.

The panel determined therefore that a striking off order is now the appropriate sanction
which would continue to both protect the public, maintain standards and public confidence
in the nursing profession and satisfy the wider public interest. Accordingly, the panel
determined that a striking off order is the appropriate and proportionate sanction in this

case.

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Balogun-Sadiq in writing.

That concludes this determination.
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