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Notice of Decision of the Northern Ireland Social Care Council’s Fitness to Practise Committee 
 

 
Name:  Fiona Elizabeth Steele   

SCR No: 2044714 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Fitness to Practise Committee of the Northern Ireland Social Care 

Council, at its meeting on 28 July 2021, made the following decision about your registration with the Northern 

Ireland Social Care Council: 

The Committee found the facts proved; 

The Committee found that your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your misconduct; 

The Committee decided to make an Order suspending your registration for a specified period of 12 

months (‘a Suspension Order’). 

Particulars of the Allegation: 

That, on 26 March 2019, as set out below, whilst being registered under the Health and Personal Social 

Services Act (Northern Ireland) 2001 (as amended), and whilst working as a key worker in the Drug and 

Alcohol Intervention Service for Young People (DAISY) you: 

1. Discharged a vulnerable service user from their assisted living accommodation and provided them with 

accommodation in your own home, and in doing so, placed yourself and the service user at risk of harm. 

And your actions as set out above show that your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your misconduct. 

Procedure 

The hearing was held under the fitness to practise procedure.  

Preliminary Matters 

The Registrant was not in attendance and the Council was represented by Mr Anthony Gilmore, Solicitor, 

Directorate of Legal Services. 

Declaration of Interest 

The Chair of the Committee advised that all Committee Members had confirmed that they did not have any 

conflict of interest with the case. 
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Service 

Mr Gilmore told the Committee that on 21 June 2021, the Committee Clerk sent the Notice of Hearing and the 

hearing bundle to the Registrant’s registered email address.  Proof of delivery was received on the same date.  

On 19 July 2021, the Committee Clerk sent the Registrant an email to confirm her attendance at the Fitness to 

Practise hearing, and to confirm her previous position that she did not want to engage with the Council any 

further.  Proof of delivery was received on the same day.  The Registrant did not respond to either email. 

The Committee received legal advice from the Legal Adviser.  She referred the Committee to the requirements as 

set out in the Northern Ireland Social Care Council’s (‘the Council’) Fitness to Practise (Amendment) Rules 2019 

(‘the Rules’) and, in particular, Rule 3 which states that proof of service shall be treated as being effected on the 

day after it was properly sent.  The Committee, in all of the circumstances of the case, was satisfied that the 

Notice of Hearing had been served in accordance with Rule 3 of the Rules, and the requirements of Paragraph 5 

of Schedule 2 of the Rules. 

Proceeding in the Absence of the Registrant 

Mr Gilmore made an application to proceed in the absence of the Registrant under Paragraph 15 of Schedule 2 of 

the Rules, and submitted that the Committee should hear and determine the case in her absence.  Mr Gilmore 

told the Committee that the Registrant had stated in an email, dated 12 April 2021, that she did not wish to 

engage with the Council any further, and he invited the Committee to conclude that her lack of response to the 

Council’s emails containing the Notice of Hearing and hearing bundle was a voluntary waiver of her right to 

attend.  Mr Gilmore further suggested that it was in the public interest for there to be an expeditious disposal of 

the hearing.  Mr Gilmore confirmed that although the Registrant appeared not to intend engaging with the hearing 

process, she had cooperated with the Council and that an Agreed Statement of Facts was signed by her on 20 

May 2021.  

The Committee was mindful that the discretion to proceed in the absence of the Registrant should only be 

exercised with the utmost care and caution.  In considering the application, the Committee sought to satisfy itself 

that all reasonable efforts had been made to notify the Registrant of the hearing, and accepted the advice of the 

Legal Adviser.  She referred the Committee to the cases of R v Jones 2003 1 AC, Adeogba and Visvardis v GMC 

2016.  She reminded the Committee that in exercising its discretion to proceed in the Registrant’s absence, it 

must have regard to all of the circumstances with fairness to the Registrant being of prime consideration, 

although fairness to the Council and the public interest must also be taken into account.  She reminded the 

Committee to avoid reaching any improper conclusion about the Registrant’s absence, and not to accept it as an 

admission in any way.     

The Committee reminded itself that fairness to the Registrant should be a prime consideration.  The Committee 

bore in mind the public interest in the expeditious disposal of the hearing.  The Committee took into account the 

Registrant’s email, dated 12 April 2021, when she stated that she no longer wished to engage, and noted that the 

Registrant had not asked for an adjournment in any communication with the Council.  Therefore, after careful 
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consideration of all of the issues, the Committee decided to exercise its discretion to proceed in the absence of 

the Registrant, taking into account the serious nature of the allegation, and striking a careful balance between 

fairness to the Registrant and the wider public interest.  The Committee, in all of the circumstances, considered 

that the Registrant had voluntarily absented herself from the hearing.  However, the Committee reminded itself 

that it must avoid reaching any improper conclusion about the Registrant’s absence, nor treat the absence as an 

admission. 

Application to Admit Hearing Bundle 

Mr Gilmore requested that the hearing bundle be admitted into evidence.  He told the Committee that the 

Registrant had been served with a copy of the bundle and had made no objections to its contents.  The 

Committee accepted the bundle into evidence and marked it as Exhibit 1. 

Background  

Mr Gilmore told the Committee that the allegation which was the subject of the hearing was first brought to the 

Council’s attention upon receipt of an Employer Referral Form (‘ERF’) from the Director of Operations at 

ASCERT, a charity aimed at reducing alcohol and drug related harm within the community. 

Mr Gilmore told the Committee that the Registrant has been registered on Part 1 of the Register as a social 

worker since 09 July 2013.  The Registrant commenced her employment as a Key Worker within ASCERT’s Drug 

and Alcohol Intervention Service for Young People (DAISY) on 08 January 2018.  The Registrant was responsible 

for clients at BCM, an assisted living accommodation facility.  

The ERF alleged that on 26 March 2019, the Registrant attended with a DAISY service userat his 

accommodation at BCM, and discharged him under the heading of “treatment complete”.  The Registrant was 

alleged to have then provided the service user with accommodation in her own home.  The service user was 

alleged to have been ‘heavily intoxicated and actively suicidal’ at the time that the Registrant discharged him. 

Evidence  

Mr Gilmore referred the Committee to the Agreed Statement of Facts, which stated as follows:  

1. ‘The Registrant is registered on Part 1 of the Northern Ireland Social Care Council Register as a Social 

Worker.  

2. The Registrant was admitted to Part 1 of the Register as a qualified Social Worker on 9 July 2013.  

3. The Registrant was employed as a key worker by ASCERT (Action on Substances through Education and 

Related Training) and worked within the Drug and Alcohol Intervention Service for Young People (DAISY).  

4. The Registrant commenced this employment on 8 January 2018.  

5. On 26 March 2019 the Registrant attended with a DAISY service user at his supported accommodation 

and discharged that service user under the heading of “treatment complete”, however, no referral path was 

added.  
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6. Upon discharging the service user, the Registrant provided him with accommodation in her own home.  

7. The service user is reported to have been “heavily intoxicated and actively suicidal” at the time that the 

Registrant discharged him.  

8. The Registrant did not ensure that the service user was referred for any further support services.  

9. In the days prior to the Registrant discharging the service user, the Registrant visited the service user in a 

personal capacity whilst on annual leave.  

10. The staff at the supported accommodation were not aware that the Registrant was visiting in a personal 

capacity and believed she was attending during work.  

11. The Registrant admits the facts as set above [sic].  

12. The Registrant accepts that her behaviour fell below the standard expected of a social worker, and, that 

her actions exposed both herself and a vulnerable service [user] to a high level of risk.  

13. The Registrant accepts that her actions, as set out above, amount to misconduct.  

14. The Registrant admits that at this time, her fitness to practise was impaired.’  

Mr Gilmore, in accordance with Paragraph 19 of Schedule 2 of the Rules, advised the Committee that the Agreed 

Statement of Facts was signed by both the Registrant and Nigel Wilkinson, on behalf of the Council, on 20 May 

2021.  

Findings of Fact 

The Committee took into account the submissions from Mr Gilmore on behalf of the Council, and had careful 

regard to all of the documentary evidence submitted.  The Committee noted the contents of the Agreed 

Statement of Facts.  The Committee therefore found that, on the balance of probabilities, the facts contained in 

the Particulars of the Allegation had been established in accordance with Rule 4 (1) (d) of the Rules. 

Fitness to Practise  

The Committee moved on to consider if the Registrant’s fitness to practise was impaired. 

The Committee heard submissions from Mr Gilmore.  He submitted that the Registrant’s fitness to practise is 

impaired by reason of her misconduct.  He referred the Committee to the documents in Exhibit 1 and, in 

particular, to the investigation report prepared by the Director of Operations at ASCERT.  He noted the contents 

of the BCM Supported Housing Significant Incident Report, and referred the Committee to the comments 

recorded by an Assistant Manager with DAISY.  The Assistant Manager alleged that it was reported to her that 

the Registrant had removed a service user from BCM, who appeared to be “heavily under the influence”, and 

indicated to staff that the service user was returning with her to her home.  The Assistant Manager further alleged 

that staff at BCM were concerned about the impact which this incident would have on the service user’s recovery, 

his mental health and his relationships with professionals.  
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Mr Gilmore further referred the Committee to the investigation statement from a Service Co-ordinator, DAISY, 

dated 01 April 2019.  This witness confirmed that the Registrant, prior to 26 March 2019, had spoken with her in 

relation to this particular service user.  She said that the Registrant was concerned about the amount of drugs 

which the service user was taking, and that the service user felt that ‘services were not listening to him’.  She 

further alleged that the Registrant had indicated that she wanted to bring the service user to stay at her house in 

order to support him getting better.   

Mr Gilmore referred the Committee to the minutes of a meeting which took place on 30 April 2019, in the 

presence of the Registrant and the Director of Operations at ASCERT.  Mr Gilmore submitted that it was clear 

from the Registrant’s responses at this time that her actions were a humane response to the service user’s 

needs.  However, he submitted that as a qualified and experienced social worker, the Registrant’s actions were 

clearly unprofessional, and that she had a duty to assist the service user in line with best practice.  He submitted 

that the Registrant’s actions exposed both herself and the service user to the risk of harm, particularly when the 

service user, at this time, appeared to have been intoxicated and noted to have had suicidal thoughts.  Mr 

Gilmore referred the Committee to the submissions received from the Registrant, dated 26 March 2020 and 22 

March 2021.  He suggested that the Registrant showed some evidence of development of insight into her actions, 

in that she acknowledged that her decision to remove the service user from BCM was inadvisable and carried 

some risk.  He noted that the Registrant indicated that she had been influenced by the context of her employment 

at the time.  He further noted that she had described this incident as a “very rash decision”. 

Mr Gilmore submitted that, in the opinion of the Council, the following Standards have been breached: 1, 3, 5, 

5.4, 5.7, 5.8, 6, 6.1, 6.3. 

Mr Gilmore suggested that the Registrant’s alleged misconduct was capable of remediation.  However, he said 

that without the Registrant engaging in today’s proceedings, there is no evidence of any steps taken by her to 

persuade a Committee that she has fully remediated her misconduct.  He submitted that the Registrant, as a 

qualified social worker, should have been aware that the service user’s capacity to make a decision was allegedly 

affected by both his intoxication and his suicidal thoughts.  He suggested that the Registrant’s dealings with the 

service user were inappropriate in all of the circumstances.  He told the Committee that the public would expect 

social workers to act in accordance with their duties and professional code of practice.  

The Committee heard and accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser.  She referred the Committee to Paragraph 

24 of Schedule 2 of the Rules and the requirements as set out in the case of GMC v Cohen.  She directed the 

Committee to the findings of Dame Janet Smith in her 5th report to the Shipman Inquiry and her guidance on the 

causes of impairment.  She also referred the Committee to the cases of GMC v Roylance and CHRE v Grant. 

The Committee, in considering the issue of impairment of fitness to practise, took account of Paragraph 24 (3) of 

Schedule 2 of the Rules, which states that the Committee shall have regard to: 

a) whether it is satisfied as to the reason for the alleged impairment of fitness to practise; 

b) the Standards of Conduct and Practice issued by the Council under Section 9 of the Act; 
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c) whether the impairment is capable of remediation; 

d) whether the impairment has been remediated; 

e) the risk of repetition; and  

f) the public interest. 

The Committee first considered whether the facts found proved amounted to misconduct.  The Committee 

determined that the facts found proved involved the Registrant discharging a vulnerable service user from 

ASCERT, and removing him from his assisted living accommodation at a time when he was intoxicated and had 

expressed suicidal thoughts.  The Registrant removed this service user without accessing or arranging support 

services for him, and then provided him with accommodation in her own home.  The Committee noted that the 

Registrant was an experienced social worker and had attended the service user at the BCM hostel on two 

occasions in a non-professional capacity.  The Registrant, prior to the events of 26 March 2019, had discussed 

with her manager moving the service user to her own home.  The Committee accepted that the Registrant’s 

motivations at this time were to keep the service user safe.  However, the service user appeared to be under the 

influence of substances, and the Registrant had a professional duty to provide help and support to a vulnerable 

service user for whom she had responsibility.  The Committee was satisfied that the Registrant’s actions placed 

herself and the service user at risk of harm, and that this amounted to serious misconduct.   

The Committee had regard to the Standards of Conduct for Social Workers, and found the Registrant’s actions to 

be in breach of the following provisions: 

Standard 3: As a social worker, you must promote the autonomy of service users while safeguarding 

them as far as possible from danger or harm.  This includes: 

3.6  Complying with employers’ health and safety policies, including those relating to substance 

misuse; and 

3.7  Recognising and using responsibly with service users and carers, the power that comes from 

your work role. 

Standard 5: As a social worker, you must uphold public trust and confidence in social care services.  

In particular you must not: 

5.4   Form inappropriate personal relationships with service users; 

5.7   Put yourself or other people at unnecessary risk; or 

5.8  Behave in a way, in work or outside work, which would call into question your suitability to work 

in social care services. 

Standard 6: As a social worker, you must be accountable for the quality of your work and take 

responsibility for maintaining and improving your knowledge and skills.  This includes:   

6.1   Meeting relevant standards of practice and working in a lawful, safe and effective way. 
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The Committee went on to consider whether the Registrant’s misconduct was capable of remediation.  The 

Committee noted that the Registrant was an experienced social worker, and that there was no evidence of any 

previous concerns or complaints.  The Committee accepted the Registrant’s explanation that she had had 

concerns for the service user’s wellbeing, and that she felt that time was of the essence when removing the 

service user from the BCM hostel.  The Registrant, in her email to the Council of 22 March 2021, stated: 

“I am hugely aware of the responsibility I placed on myself for his well-being and am very glad that the young 

person eventually left my home in a much better frame of mind than when he had arrived.” 

The Committee considered that the Registrant’s misconduct was remediable.  However, it did not have sufficient 

evidence that the Registrant demonstrated insight into her professional failings and fully appreciated the risk she 

presented, both to herself and the service user, as a result of her misconduct.  The Committee therefore 

determined that a risk of repetition remained.  

The Committee considered the public interest and concluded that the public interest was engaged in this case. 

The Committee was of a view that a fully informed member of the public would be seriously concerned by a social 

worker removing a vulnerable service user, who appeared to be under the influence of substances, from assisted 

living accommodation without providing appropriate support and access to specialised services.  Whilst the 

Committee accepted the Registrant’s motivation to keep the service user safe, a registered social worker has a 

duty to act in a professional manner in accordance with their professional Standards of Conduct.  Therefore, the 

Committee determined that a finding of impairment on public interest grounds was also required.   

Accordingly, the Committee determined that the Registrant’s fitness to practise was currently impaired.  

Sanction 

In reaching its decision on sanction, the Committee considered the submissions of Mr Gilmore on behalf of the 

Council, and had careful regard to all of the evidence in the case.  Mr Gilmore referred the Committee to various 

mitigating and aggravating factors.  He referred the Committee to the Registrant’s written submissions of 26 

March 2020 and 22 March 2021, where she accepted that with hindsight and on reflection, she had made a very 

rash decision in moving the service user to her home.  In addition, the Registrant stated, “…on reflection, that I 

felt the need to ‘save’ this young person from a seemingly uncaring system because it was me who was crying 

out to be saved from the same”.  Mr Gilmore noted that the Registrant had no prior disciplinary record with the 

Council, had engaged with her employer’s investigation and had co-operated with the Council.  As regards to 

sanctions, he submitted that a Conditions of Practice Order may not be appropriate as the Registrant was no 

longer employed as a social worker.  He suggested that a Removal Order would be inappropriate, referring to the 

Registrant’s previous good character and her misconduct as being risky and based on ill-founded motivation with 

good intentions.  In the circumstances, he submitted that either a Warning or a period of suspension may be 

appropriate.  
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The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Adviser.  She referred the Committee to the Indicative Sanctions 

and Use of Interim Orders: Guidance for Fitness to Practise Committees (‘Indicative Sanctions Guidance’).  She 

referred the Committee to Paragraph 26 of Schedule 2 of the Rules which provides that, upon a finding of 

impairment of fitness to practise, the Committee may: 

(a) impose no sanction; or 

(b) warn the Registrant and direct that a record of the warning should be placed on the Registrant’s entry in 

the Register for a specified period of up to 5 years; or 

(c) make a Conditions of Practice Order for a specified period not exceeding 3 years; or 

(d) make an Order suspending the Registrant’s registration for a specified period not exceeding 2 years (a 

‘Suspension Order’); or 

(e) make an Order for removal of the Registrant’s registration from the Register (‘a Removal Order’). 

She further reminded the Committee that in deciding which sanction to impose, the Committee should take into 

account:  

(a) the seriousness of the Particulars of the Allegation; 

(b) the degree to which the Registrant has fallen short of any expected standards; 

(c) the protection of the public; 

(d) the public interest in maintaining confidence in social care services; and 

(e) the issue of proportionality. 

The Committee applied the principles of fairness, reasonableness and proportionality, weighed the public interest 

with the Registrant’s interests, and took into account any aggravating and mitigating factors in the case.  The 

public interest included the protection of members of the public including service users, the maintenance of public 

confidence in the profession, and the declaring and upholding of proper standards of conduct and behaviour 

within the profession.  The Committee took into account its powers under Paragraph 26 of Schedule 2 of the 

Rules in relation to the sanctions available to it, and also had regard to the Guidance, bearing in mind that the 

decision on sanction was one for its own independent judgement. 

The Committee recognised that the purpose of sanctions was not to be punitive, although sanctions may have a 

punitive effect.  The Committee first considered the mitigating and aggravating factors in this case, and found the 

mitigating factors to be: 

 The Registrant, in hindsight, showed some insight into her actions, describing them as ‘rash’ and 

‘inadvisable’.  She also accepted that her actions carried some risk; 

 No actual harm was caused to the service user; and 

 Agreed Statement of Facts.  

The Committee considered the aggravating factors to be: 
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 The Registrant had demonstrated a lack of sufficient insight and regret into her actions; 

 The Registrant’s actions were premeditated and deliberate; 

 The Registrant’s actions posed a serious risk of harm to both herself and the service user; and 

 The Registrant’s actions were not in accordance with best practice, and fell short of the NISCC Standards 

of Conduct and Practice. 

Having balanced the aggravating and mitigating factors, the Committee proceeded to consider the appropriate 

sanction to apply in this case. 

No sanction - the Committee had no hesitation in concluding that it would be neither appropriate nor 

proportionate if no sanction were imposed in this case.  In the view of the Committee, if no sanction were 

imposed, this would not mark the seriousness of the misconduct or meet the public interest in this case. 

Warning - the Committee considered a Warning.  The Committee found that the Registrant had not caused any 

harm, either direct or indirect to the service user.  The Committee determined that a Warning would send a clear 

message to the Registrant that this behaviour was not acceptable and must not happen again.  The Committee 

was satisfied that a Warning would be recorded against the Registrant’s entry on the Register, and would ensure 

that any future employer would be aware that the Committee found her actions to be unacceptable.  However, 

without evidence of sufficient insight or remediation, the Committee remained very concerned about the risk of 

repetition. The Committee, whilst accepting that this was an isolated incident, considered the Registrant’s actions 

to be deliberate.  Therefore, a Warning would not be appropriate or proportionate in these circumstances. 

Conditions of Practice Order – the Committee next considered a Conditions of Practice Order.  The Committee 

noted the Guidance at Paragraph 4.13, which states that conditions may be appropriate in cases involving 

particular areas of a registrant’s performance, and where a Committee is satisfied that it is appropriate for an 

individual to remain on the Register.  The Committee found that the Registrant’s misconduct was capable of 

remediation.  However, the Registrant was not present at the hearing to address the Committee on this, and there 

is no evidence as regards her current employment circumstances, or whether she would agree to any conditions 

being imposed.  In addition, the Committee concluded that a Conditions of Practice Order was not sufficient to 

meet the public interest in this matter, given the seriousness of the Registrant’s departure from the standards 

expected of a registered social worker.  In these circumstances, the Committee could not formulate workable, 

enforceable or verifiable conditions which would address the Registrant’s actions and adequately protect the 

public. 

Suspension - the Committee next considered a Suspension Order.  Although the Committee considered that the 

Registrant’s misconduct and impairment was serious, it did not consider it so serious as to justify removal from 

the Register.  In particular, the Registrant’s actions did not appear to cause actual harm to the service user.  The 

events of 26 March 2019 constituted a one off incident, and took place with the Registrant’s good intentions.  The 

Registrant was noted as having experience in social care for 20 years, and as being registered as a social worker 
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since 2013.  The Committee determined that the Registrant’s behaviour was not fundamentally incompatible with 

continuing to be a registered social worker in the long term.  Suspension would give a clear message to the 

Registrant, the public and the profession that the Registrant’s conduct was not appropriate for a social worker.  

The Registrant had a previous good work history and no other complaints had been raised with the Council in 

respect of her professional practice.  The Committee noted that a Suspension Order would be reviewed at the 

conclusion of the period of suspension, and that the Registrant would have the opportunity to present evidence of 

the steps which she had taken to remediate her misconduct.  This would address the risk of repetition identified.  

A reviewing Committee may be assisted by engagement with the Council by the Registrant and, in particular, 

provision of further evidence of remediation, addressing insight into the risks presented by her misconduct.  The 

public would be sufficiently protected in the meantime by a period of suspension. 

The Committee carefully considered the potential impact which a Suspension Order could have on the 

Registrant.  However, it concluded that any consequences for the Registrant were outweighed by the need to 

protect the public and maintain public confidence in the social work profession. 

The Committee determined that suspension for a period of 12 months would be proportionate to the seriousness 

of the facts found, and would provide an adequate opportunity for the Registrant to demonstrate remediation. 

Removal - the Committee did consider a Removal Order.  Whilst acknowledging that some of the factors listed in 

the Indicative Sanctions Guidance were engaged, the Committee concluded that a Removal Order would be 

disproportionate, in particular as there was no evidence that the Registrant caused harm to the service user.  On 

balance, the Committee was persuaded that a Removal Order at this stage would not be appropriate. 

The Committee concluded that a Suspension Order for a period of 12 months was the most suitable, appropriate 

and proportionate sanction to be imposed on the Registrant’s registration with immediate effect. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

You have the right to appeal this decision to the Care Tribunal.  Any appeal must be lodged in writing 

within 28 days from the date of this Notice of Decision. 

You should note that the Fitness to Practise Committee’s decision takes effect from the date upon which 

it was made. 

The effect of this decision is that your entry in the Register has been suspended for a specified period of 

12 months and you may not practise as a social worker during the period 28 July 2021 to 27 July 2022 

inclusive.       

It is compulsory for all qualified social workers to be registered with the Northern Ireland Social Care Council in 

order to work.  If you practise as a qualified social worker while the Order is in place, you will be guilty of an 

offence pursuant to Article 8 of the Health and Personal Social Services Act (Northern Ireland) 2001.  Article 8 

states that if a person who is not registered as a social worker in any relevant Register takes or uses the title of 
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social worker or any description implying that s/he is registered as a social worker, or in any way holds 

him/herself out as registered, s/he is guilty of an offence. 

EU Directive 

EU Directive 2013 / 55 / EU requires regulatory bodies to provide notification to all EU counterparts regarding 

regulatory decisions about social work registrants.  An alert containing this decision (i.e. Warning / Suspension 

Order / Conditions of Practise Order / Removal Order), as well as your name, date of birth, place of birth (if 

known) and registration number will therefore be sent out to all EU regulatory counterparts.  No further details will 

be contained in the alert.  More information about the IMI Alert system can be found on their website: 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/imi-net/about/index_en.htm. 

Early Review 

The Fitness to Practise Committee may, at your request, review the Order before the end of the period for which 

the suspension has been imposed if there has been a material change of circumstances since the Order was 

imposed.  The Committee may, after reviewing a Suspension Order, revoke that Order or replace that Order with 

a Conditions of Practice Order. 

Review at Conclusion of Sanction 

A review of your fitness to practise will be undertaken towards the end of the period for which the Suspension 

Order has been imposed.  The Council will write to you no later than 12 weeks before the expiry of the Order to 

invite you to submit any information or documentation which you would like to have considered as part of the 

review process.  The review will consider the particular concerns which have been outlined above by the Fitness 

to Practise Committee, and will seek to ascertain what remedial steps you have taken during the period of your 

suspension.   

Following the Council’s review, the matter may be referred for review by the Fitness to Practise Committee.  If the 

Committee reviews the Order and it is satisfied that your fitness to practise remains impaired, it may impose a 

further Order to commence upon expiry of the existing Order, or it may impose a Conditions of Practice Order to 

commence upon expiry of the existing Order, or it may vary the terms of the existing Order, or it may revoke the 

existing Order and impose a Removal Order.    

 
 
 

     04 August 2021 
              

Committee Clerk      Date 
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