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Particulars of the Allegation 
 

That you, Anna Steward: 

 

1. were convicted of breaching a non-molestation order on 9 January 2020 at 

Guildford Magistrates Court and ordered to pay a fine of £80, costs of £85 and 

a victim surcharge of £30 

 

And in light of the above, your Fitness to Practise is impaired by reason of your 

conviction. 

 
 
Background 
 

1. The Registrant is a Psychotherapist registered with the BPC. 

 

2. On 9 January 2020 the Registrant pleaded Guilty at Guildford Magistrates Court 

to breaching a non-molestation order. The non-molestation order, which had 

been made on 19 March 2019 ordered, amongst other matters, that the 

registrant was forbidden to communicate with her ex-husband or his partner 

save for essential practical matters concerning their  children. The Registrant 

submitted a basis of plea that she had breached the non-molestation order in 

respect of 3 emails, one of which was sent to her ex-husband on 26 June 2019, 

and two which she sent to him on 28 June 2019. It is not clear whether or not 

that basis of plea was accepted.   

 
3. The non-molestation order was imposed pursuant to the Family Act 1996, and 

there is a background of a dispute between the Registrant and her ex-husband 

over arrangements with regard to the children.  

 
4. The BPC relied on a hearing bundle, and the Registrant submitted what 

appeared to be an extract from a social worker’s report which the Panel read.  

 
 

 
 



Decision on Facts 
 

5. The Panel was aware that the burden of proof is on the BPC and that the 

standard of proof is the balance of probabilities.  

 

6. However, the Registrant admitted Particular 1 of the Allegation (the factual 

particular). The Panel therefore found Particular 1 proved by way of the 

Registrant’s admission.  

 
Submissions on Impairment 
 

7. The Panel includes a summary of the parties’ submissions, and the evidence in 

this determination, which does not intend to be a full or verbatim record.  

 
The BPC Case 

 
8. Mr Hone submitted that the breach of the court order, which led to the conviction, 

was a very serious matter as a breach of the rule of law which should be marked 

by way of a finding of impairment in order to uphold proper standards. Mr Hone 

submitted that the Registrant’s insight was “not there”. He invoked her lack of 

reporting of the conviction to the BPC, and her reliance upon her supervisor to 

do so on her behalf some three months later, as indicative of a lack of insight 

into the seriousness of the conviction, and a lack of personal responsibility taken 

for the Registrant’s actions.  Mr Hone submitted that this also had implications 

for public protection.  

 
 
The Registrant’s case 

 

9. The Registrant gave evidence before the Panel. She told the Panel that she has 

been a member of the BPC since 2011.  

 

10. The Registrant told the Panel about the difficult family and personal 

circumstances which led to the court’s imposition of a non-molestation order, 

and the circumstances which surrounded the conviction and the period of time 



which followed. She told the Panel that her breach of her non-molestation order 

took the form of the three emails to her ex-husband.  

 
11. She told the Panel that she was in the process of completing a 3 year 

postgraduate diploma on Attachment, as well as regular group work on zoom 

with the FPC. She was also undergoing her own therapy, including weekly  

therapy and group work which was personal therapy for herself.  

 
12. In terms of her practice, she told the Panel that she had started to reduce her 

number of clients since April 2020 and was now no longer practising. She has 

had 2 supervisors since becoming a member of BPC 

 
13. The Registrant told the Panel that when she was before the magistrates, she 

was asked by them why she admitted to the breach of the non-molestation order, 

they questioned why she had been made the subject of such an order in the first 

place, and said that they did not know why she was in court.  

 
14. The Registrant stated that she accepted that she should have reported the 

conviction to the BPC but that she did not think that it was indeed a conviction 

due to receiving a fine. She thought that she had not been found to have done 

anything wrong, as seen by the magistrates. She told the Panel that she was 

not legally minded, but she did not deliberately withhold it. She did not know that 

she should report the imposition of the non-molestation order or her summons 

to court to the BPC. While she reported the matter to her supervisor at the time, 

who herself reported it to the BPC, she now understood and accepted that she 

should have done and accepted that it was her own responsibility to do so. She 

said that at the time she was fighting to get her children back, and that it did not 

enter her head to report the conviction. She stated that in the future she would 

do her best to make sure she complied with rules such as regulatory rules 

governing reporting and she apologised for not reporting the conviction.  

 
15. The Registrant told the Panel that she loved her work. She told the Panel that 

because of the BPC proceedings she had refused to take clients on, and had 

reduced her caseload gradually, as it was not right that she continue to practise 

if she was going to be struck off.  



16. By way of closing submissions, the Registrant states that she admitted that by 

sending the 3 emails to her ex-husband, she breached the non-molestation 

order and accepted it was serious. She also stated that the magistrates could 

not find a reason why she had had the non-molestation order imposed against 

her. She told the Panel that her supervisors had never raised concerns about 

her work, and that her work was good and without complaint. The Registrant 

told the Panel about the improvements in the family situation, in that her children 

are older now, they have had their views taken into account by social services, 

and that she now had “her children back” 

 

Decision on Impairment  
 

17. The Panel was aware that impairment is a matter for its own independent 

judgment and that public protection and the wider public interest should be 

considered.  

 

18. The Panel accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor who referred to CHRE v 

(1) NMC (2) Grant [2011] EWHC 927.  

 

19. The Panel took into account all the evidence before it.  

 
20. The Panel took into account paragraph 16 of the BPC Code of Ethics, which in 

the Panel’s view, was a fundamental tenet of the profession which the Registrant 

breached: 

“16. Registrants must conduct themselves in such a manner as not to bring the 

profession, colleagues or themselves into disrepute, and must maintain fitting 

levels of respect and courtesy with colleagues and members of their own and 

other professions and with their employer if employed and also with the public.” 

 
21. The Panel took into account the breach of the non-molestation order, which led 

to the conviction in question occurred in the context of an ongoing dispute 

between the registrant and her ex-husband over their two children.  The Panel 

also took into account the lapse of time since the conviction.  



 
22. The Panel also took into account that there is no evidence of any complaints 

about the Registrant’s practice and that the allegation before it is that her fitness 

to practise is impaired by reason of the conviction.  

 
23. The Panel considered very carefully the Registrant’s evidence, as well as her 

submission and it concluded that the Registrant has shown limited insight into 

the seriousness of the breach of the non-molestation order which led to the 

conviction. The Panel came to this decision because the Registrant continually 

referred to the lack of a justifiable basis for the non-molestation order being 

made, and referred to what she said was the magistrates’ comments that the 

reason for the order being made was not clear. This was repeated a number of 

times. The Panel also decided that there was limited insight shown into the 

seriousness of the conviction because the Registrant did not demonstrate any 

real or meaningful objective understanding of why, as a professional, it was a 

serious matter to breach a court order which constituted, in the Registrant’s 

case, a criminal offence.   

 
24. In addition, the issue of the lack of the report of the conviction to the BPC was 

an issue which the Panel took into account as follows. It was not an allegation 

with which she was charged, and therefore could not in itself found a basis of a 

decision that her fitness to practise is impaired. However, the Panel accepted 

the BPC’s submission that it was indicative of the lack of seriousness with which 

she viewed the conviction.  

 
25. The Registrant has not demonstrated any active steps which she has taken, or 

any reflection, either written or oral, which goes to addressing the concerns 

arising out of breaching a court order, leading to a conviction.  

 
26. On the basis of the above, the Panel was of the view that the Registrant has 

shown a limited degree of insight and remediation.  

 
27. The Panel took into account the questions formulated by Dame Janet Smith in 

the Fifth Shipman report, as set out in the case of CHRE v (1) NMC and (2) 

Grant  [2011] EWHC 927, which are presented in Grant  as a test of impairment 

and ask whether a practitioner: 



 

“a. has in the past acted and/or is liable in the future to act so as to put 

a patient or patients at unwarranted risk of harm; and/or 

 

b. has in the past brought and/or is liable in the future to bring the medical 

profession into disrepute; and/or 

 

c. has in the past breached and/or is liable in the future to breach one of 

the fundamental tenets of the medical profession; and/or 

 

d. has in the past acted dishonestly and/or is liable to act dishonestly in 

the future."  

 

28. The Panel decided that the Registrant had not put any patients at an 

unwarranted risk of harm by way of the breach of the non-molestation order 

which led to the conviction. In addition, there is nothing to suggest to the Panel 

that she is liable to do so in the future. There is no evidence of concerns about 

her clinical practice.  

 

29. The Panel decided that the Registrant had in the past brought the profession 

into disrepute by way of the conviction and breached a fundamental tenet of the 

profession, being required, as a registered professional, to conduct herself in 

ways which does not undermine public confidence in the profession. In the 

Panel’s view, the breach of a court order and the subsequent conviction in a 

criminal court brought the profession into disrepute. The dishonesty limb is not 

relevant.  

 

30. The Panel considered all the circumstances before it, including the level of 

insight and degree of remediation she has shown. While insight and remediation 

are limited, the Panel decided that the risk of repetition of the breach of the court 

order is low. The Panel decided that the breach of the non-molestation order 

arose out of very specific events to do with the family dispute. The Panel took 

into account the Registrant’s submission that she is in a better situation with 

regard to her children. In any event, the Panel took the view that the specific 



situation which led to the breach of the non-molestation order, coupled with the 

salutary effect which the conviction clearly has had on the Registrant, as well as 

the lack of any evidence of further breaches since, mean that the risk of 

repetition of the breach was relatively low.  

 

31.  As such, the Panel was satisfied that the Registrant is not liable to bring the 

profession into disrepute, or to breach fundamental tenets in the future.  

 
32. However, the Registrant’s breach of the non-molestation order, which led to the 

court hearing and conviction was a matter which brought the profession into 

disrepute and breached a fundamental tenet of the profession as set out above. 

As a registered professional, she has trust and confidence placed in her, and 

such trust requires an assurance that she will not breach a court order, as well 

as that she understands the seriousness of doing so.  

 

33. In such circumstances, the Panel was satisfied that the need to uphold proper 

professional standards and to maintain public confidence in the profession 

would be undermined if a finding of impairment were not made.  

 
34. The Panel therefore found the Registrant’s current fitness to practise to be 

impaired on the basis of the need to uphold the wider public interest.  

 
35. The Panel therefore found the Registrant’s fitness to practise currently impaired.   

 
 
Decision on Sanction 
 

36. The Panel took into account the submissions of Mr Hone who submitted that the 

sanction in this case should be at the bottom end of the of the hierarchy of 

sanctions available, on the basis of the finding of impairment on public interest 

grounds alone. When considering sanctions, he suggested that the Panel may 

take into account the Registrant’s outbursts throughout the hearing. He 

suggested that mitigating factors in this case were the facts there is only one 

offence, the passage of time, the Registrant’s emotion, and the fact that the 

offence was at the lower end of the scale.  

 



37. The Registrant made final submissions referring to how difficult and stressful the 

regulatory process was, and stated that just because she had shown an 

emotional reaction, the Panel should not consider that this shows instability on 

her part, rather that the Panel should be concerned if no emotion had been 

expressed.  

 
38. The Registrant made references throughout the hearing, to the fact that this 

hearing was a re-hearing, and that her fitness to practise had previously been 

found not to be impaired. Just as the Panel disregarded that information when 

it decided on impairment, it also disregarded it when deciding on sanction.  

 
39. The Panel noted the Registrant’s emotional outbursts throughout the hearing, 

but considered that this indicated the stress she felt about the hearing process, 

and taking into account her difficult personal circumstances at the time of the 

conviction, and since, did not consider that these outbursts should reflect 

adversely upon the Panel’s considerations on sanction. 

 
40. The Panel took into account the BPC’s Complaints Procedure, and the Hearings 

Guidance for Panellists. The Panel accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor, 

who referred to the general principles which the Panel should consider when 

deciding on the question of which sanction, if any, to impose.  

 
41. The Panel was aware that the aim of any sanction is not to be punitive. Rather, 

the fundamental aim in this case is to uphold the public interest. Which sanction, 

if any, to impose, is a matter for the independent judgment of the Panel. The 

Panel took into account the principle of proportionality in coming to its decision 

on sanction, which means that the right to practice should not be restricted any 

more than is necessary to address the concerns arising out of the Registrant’s 

registration. Nor should the Panel impose a sanction which is any more severe 

than that which is necessary to address the public interest concerns in this case.  

 
42. The Panel identified the following mitigating factors: 

 
i. no previous regulatory findings or complaints;  
ii. difficult personal/ family circumstances at the time; 
iii. the conviction related to a lower-end offence; 



 
 

43. The Panel identified the following aggravating factors: 

 

i. a lack of reporting of the conviction until it was reported by her 
supervisor nearly three months later. 

 

44. The Panel first considered whether or not to take no further action, and decided 

that this would be neither appropriate nor proportionate. Taking no further action 

would not be sufficient to address the need to maintain public confidence in the 

profession and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour. In the 

Panel’s view, receiving a court order of non-molestation, breaking it and then 

failing to report her conviction for this to the Registrant’s Regulatory Body in a 

timely way, indicated a limited insight into its seriousness. This manifested itself 

in the Registrant’s oscillating attitude towards the matter throughout the Hearing.  

 

45. The Panel then went on to consider an Admonishment, and concluded that this 

sanction would be appropriate and proportionate. While the Panel had already 

decided that that the Registrant had demonstrated a limited degree of insight, 

the Panel took into account that the conviction for the breach of the non-

molestation order arose out of very specific events related to the family dispute. 

The events which led to the conviction arose out of a specific situation related 

to her disputes with her ex-husband over their children, and the risk of repetition 

of the breach was relatively low. In those particular circumstances, the Panel 

decided that an Admonishment was sufficient to maintain public confidence in 

the profession, and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour. It also 

provided a marker to make clear that the Registrant’s conviction and apparent 

limited appreciation of the seriousness of a criminal conviction, was a breach of 

the required standard not to bring the profession into disrepute.  

 
46. Thus, taking into account the particular circumstances of the case, and the 

mitigating factors and aggravating factors, an Admonishment was sufficient and 

proportionate in this case to address the demands of the public interest.  

 



47. As part of its considerations of proportionality, the Panel did go on to consider 

the next sanctions in the hierarchy, namely conditions and also removal of the 

registrant from membership of a committee, sub-committee, working group, 

party, panel or any other body of either the BPC or a BPC Member Institution.  

However, the Panel decided that conditions were not appropriate in that there 

were no clinical concerns in this case, and that removal of the Registrant from 

such bodies was disproportionate, considering the particular factors before the 

Panel in this case which it has taken into account as set out above.  

 
48. The Panel therefore determined to impose a Sanction of Admonishment.  

 
49. While not part of the sanction, or in any way a requirement imposed on the 

Registrant, and purely in order to assist the Registrant, the Panel suggests that, 

having been out of practice for some time due to her voluntary suspension of 

her own practice, and in light of the difficult nature of these proceedings, and 

related personal issues, the Registrant considers weekly supervision, and 

engaging in personal psychoanalytic psychotherapy, with practitioners who are 

members of one of the BPC member organisations other than her own. 

 
 




