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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Hearing 

 
2 November 2018 

 
Nursing and Midwifery Council, 61 Aldwych, London WC2B 4AE 

 

Name of registrant: Miss Valeria Varalli 
 
NMC PIN:  14L0768C 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – sub part 1 
 Adult Nursing (30 December 2014) 
 
Area of Registered Address: Italy 
 
Type of Case: Lack of Competence and Lack of Knowledge of 

English 
 
Panel Members: Melissa D'Mello (Chair, Lay member) 

Tracey Jary (Registrant member) 
Paul Leighton (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Jayne Salt 
 
Panel Secretary: Maya Hussain 
 
Miss Varalli: Not present and not represented in absence 
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Kim Elcoate May, Case 

Presenter 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order for 3 months 
  
Outcome: Striking off order which will come into effect at 

the end of 6 December 2018 in accordance 
with Article 30 (1)  
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Service of Notice of Hearing: 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Miss Varalli was not in 

attendance, nor was she represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Miss Varalli on 3 

October 2018 by recorded delivery and first class post to her registered address. The 

track and trace confirms delivery to Miss Varalli’s address and was signed in the name 

of ‘Fola’ on 4 October 2018. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

In the light of the information available the panel was satisfied that notice had been 

served in accordance with Rules 11 and 34 of The Nursing and Midwifery Council 

(Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of Council 2004 (as amended February 2012) (the 

Rules).  

 

Proceeding in absence: 

 

Ms May submitted that no request for an adjournment had been made by Miss Varalli 

and that she had voluntarily absented herself.  

 

The panel then considered proceeding in the absence of Miss Varalli. The panel was 

mindful that the discretion to proceed in absence is one which must be exercised with 

the utmost care and caution.  

 

The panel considered all of the information before it, together with the submissions 

made by Ms May. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Miss Varalli had been sent notice of today’s hearing and the panel was satisfied that 

she was aware of today’s hearing. Miss Varalli was also sent an apology letter on 31 

October 2018 by air mail for an error that was made in her decision letter dated 7 

September 2018. Miss Varalli had recent communications with her NMC case officer in 
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an email dated 19 September 2018 where she discussed the previous hearing and her 

future intentions. 

 

The panel therefore concluded that she had chosen voluntarily to absent herself and 

that there is no good reason not to proceed. The panel had no reason to believe that an 

adjournment would result in Miss Varalli’s attendance. The panel further noted that this 

is a mandatory review as the order is due to expire at the end of 6 December 2018. 

Having weighed the interests of Miss Varalli in regard to her attendance at the hearing 

with those of the NMC and the public interest in an expeditious disposal of this hearing 

the panel determined to proceed in Miss Varalli’s absence.   

 

Decision and reasons on review of the current order: 

 

The panel decided to impose a striking off order. This order will come into effect at the 

end of 6 December 2018 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the third review of an order, originally imposed by a panel of the Conduct and 

Competence Committee on 5 August 2016 for 12 months. The current order is due to 

expire at the end of 6 December 2018.  

 

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

 

The charges found proved which resulted in the imposition of the substantive order 

were as follows: 

 

“That you, whilst employed as a Band 5 Staff Nurse by the Norfolk and 

Norwich University Trust at the Norfolk and Norwich University Hospital 

between 1 September 2014 and 9 February 2015, failed to demonstrate the 

standards of knowledge, skill, and judgement required to practise without 

supervision as a Band 5 Staff Nurse during your probationary period in that 

you: 

 

1. On 9 January 2015: 
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1.1. Delayed administering a PEG feed to Patient A for approximately 

eight hours; 

1.2. Did not administer Patient B’s prescribed insulin during the 

teatime medication round; 

1.3. Did not provide details of a change in Patient D’s resuscitation 

status during handover. 

 

2. On 27 January 2015, did not sign Patient C’s medication chart after 

administering metronidazole; 

 

3. On 28 January 2015: 

3.1 Did not set up the pump to administer intravenously saline fluids at 

the prescribed rate to an unknown patient; 

3.2 Did not sign an unknown patient’s medication chart after 

administering the patient’s morning medications; 

3.3 Failed to take action when a patient required Warfarin but no 

dosing chart had been created; 

3.4 Did not, without prompting from a Clinical Educator, check 

unknown patients’ identity wrist bands prior to administering 

medication; 

3.5 Did not confirm that an unknown patient had taken their oral 

medications before signing their medication charts; 

3.6 Did not sign the patient accountabilities forms to confirm the care 

provided to each patient during the shift; 

3.7 Did not check an unknown patient’s medication chart and/or pain 

relief chart when administering medication during the lunchtime 

medication round, to confirm whether the patient could receive 

PRN medication; 

3.8 Did not follow the Early Warning Score (“EWS”) procedure in that 

upon receiving handover that an unknown patient had EWS of 6 

you: 

3.8.1 Did not immediately conduct repeat observations; 

3.8.2 Did not conduct half hourly observations thereafter; 
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3.8.3 Did not refer the patient to a doctor. 

 

4. On 31 January 2015: 

4.1 Wrote down the incorrect dose in the controlled drug book when 

dispensing a controlled drug for an unknown patient; 

4.2 Altered the incorrect entry in the controlled drug book referred to 

in 4.1 such 

that it was illegible, rather than putting a straight line through the 

entry and writing ‘written in error’;  

4.3 Failed to take any action in relation to an unknown patient’s low 

temperature, in that you; 

4.3.1 Did not move the patient from their chair, into their bed; 

4.3.2 Did not put a blanket on the patient. 

 

That you whilst employed as a Band 5 Staff Nurse between 1 September 

2014 and 9 February 2015 by the Norfolk and Norwich University Trust at 

the Norfolk and Norwich University Hospital; 

 

5. Did not have the necessary knowledge of English to practise safely as 

a nurse. 

 

And by reason of the above your fitness to practise is impaired by lack of 

competence in respect of charges 1 to 4 and in respect of charge 5 by 

reason of your lack of knowledge of English.” 

 

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

 

“The panel considered whether Miss Varalli’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. In deciding this, the panel had careful regard to what had 

changed since the original finding of impairment which might enable it to 

conclude that Miss Varalli’s fitness to practise is no longer impaired. 
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The panel took into account the allegations against Miss Varalli and 

considered that she has not addressed any concerns regarding her 

practice, and has made no apparent efforts to improve her English 

language. The panel considered that Miss Varalli has not engaged or 

provided any evidence of remediation of the failings identified in her 

practice or her ability to communicate in the English language.  

 

The panel considered that there remains an ongoing risk to the public 

should Miss Varalli return to unrestricted practice. The panel therefore 

decided that a finding of impairment is required.  

 

For these reasons, the panel is satisfied that Miss Varalli’s fitness to 

practise remains impaired.” 

 

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

 

“The panel next considered whether to replace the suspension order with 

a conditions of practice order. It concluded that this would be 

inappropriate as it was not satisfied that appropriate and workable 

conditions could be formulated due to Miss Varalli’s continued lack of 

engagement.  

 

The panel considered the imposition of a further period of suspension. It 

concluded that a further 12 month suspension order would be the 

appropriate and proportionate response. This will still allow Miss Varalli 

the opportunity to engage with NMC proceedings and make efforts to 

improve her English language and indicate her intention to return to 

practice as a nurse.   

 

This decision will be confirmed to Miss Varalli in writing. The order will be 

reviewed before expiry. Any reviewing panel will be assisted by: 

 Miss Varalli’s attendance or any representations she wishes to 

make 
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 Proof of any steps Miss Varalli has taken to improve the 

deficiencies in her practice or to keep up to date with her nursing 

skills and knowledge 

 Any evidence of improved skills in the English language”  

 

Decision on current fitness to practise: 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Miss Varalli’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the NMC has 

defined fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register without 

restriction. In considering this case, the panel has carried out a comprehensive review 

of the order in light of the current circumstances. It has noted the decision of the last 

panel. However, it has exercised its own judgment as to current impairment.  

 

The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it, including Miss Varalli’s 

personal statement for the previous panel dated 4 September 2018 and Miss Varalli’s 

email to her NMC case officer of 19 September 2018. It has taken account of the 

submissions made by Ms May on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Ms May provided a background of the case to the panel. She submitted that there has 

been no change in circumstances. 

 

Ms May submitted that after the review hearing on 7 September 2017, Miss Varalli was 

advised in writing as to what a reviewing panel may be assisted by when determining 

her current fitness to practise. Ms May submitted that although Miss Varalli has 

complied with some recommendations such as providing a personal statement, she has 

failed to show any evidence of addressing the concerns found proved.  

 

Ms May reminded the panel that there were a large number of charges found proved in 

regard to Miss Varalli’s lack of competence in ‘fundamental and basic nursing skills’ as 

stated by the original panel at the substantive hearing on 5 August 2016. Miss May 

submitted that Miss Varalli has not provided the NMC with any evidence of the nursing 

work references and e-learning certificates mentioned in her personal statement dated 4 
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September 2018. In the absence of any evidence of remediation, the risk of repetition of 

the behaviour found proved remains.  

 

Ms May submitted that Miss Varalli has now expressed that she no longer wishes to 

return to work as a nurse in England. Ms May referred the panel to the email from Miss 

Varalli dated 19 September 2018. It stated: 

 

“As you know, during the hearing of September 4th, me and NMC tried to 

make a video calling by webEx, but at the end I didn't manage to 

participate, because of the connection issues that the NMC lines had 

during that morning. 

 

At any rate, I really appreciated the opportunity that the panel gave me, 

enabling me to have a prolongation of three more months of suspension 

order, to give me more time for all the documents NMC needs, to return 

me the pin number back.  

 

I am very grateful for the cooperation they have demonstrated me and I 

want to thank you for this. 

  

Anyway, I had much time to reflect about my position towards NMC. I am 

now working in Italy and, for the time being, I am not going to have a 

second life experience in England. 

 

Moreover, living in Italy It will be harder to improve my English language 

skills and I think I won't be able to prove my C1 level in few months. 

 

For both these reasons, I would ask you to delete my pin from NMC. It 

was not an easy decision to make and actually It is hard for me to reach 

this compromise but I think It is the most proper one. It respect both mine 

and NMC’s interest. 
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Having said that and according to the alert mechanism, I wish NMC 

could remove the European alert as well.” 

 

Ms May submitted that this differs from the last review hearing where Miss Varalli 

indicated her intention to continue as a UK registered nurse. Ms May also drew the 

panel’s attention to an email sent to Miss Varalli by the NMC on 3 October 2018 

explaining that voluntary removal from the register was not available in the current 

circumstances.  

 

Ms May invited the panel to work through the Sanctions Guidance (SG) and take into 

account Miss Varalli’s personal views in her email dated 19 September 2018. She 

submitted that in the absence of any evidence addressing the concerns found in Miss 

Varalli’s nursing practice, the panel may feel a formal removal of her from the register 

may be appropriate for protection of the public and is otherwise in the public interest 

however it is a matter for its independent judgement.  

 

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 Miss Varalli’s fitness to practise remains impaired. The 

panel noted the recommendations made by the substantive hearing panel and the first 

reviewing panel as to what steps Miss Varalli could take to remedy the misconduct and 

impairment identified. These recommendations were repeated to Miss Varalli, in writing, 

on 7 September 2017. The panel noted that the previous panel on 4 September 2018, 

decided to impose a further suspension order for a period of 3 months because Miss 

Varalli expressed her willingness to present evidence as to her current fitness to 

practise at a hearing. Despite this, today’s panel had no evidence before it of any 

compliance with these recommendations. The panel noted that although Miss Varalli 

had expressed some remorse at the initial substantive hearing in August 2016, the last 
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two reviewing panels and today’s panel did not have any evidence of insight or 

remediation.  

 

The panel further noted Miss Varalli’s personal statement dated 4 September 2018 

where she stated that she would provide two job references and certificates of e-

learning to the NMC. However, this did not materialise and the panel have no new 

information before it today. In light of these failings, the panel determined that there 

remains a risk of repetition of the misconduct found proved and that Miss Varalli 

remains impaired on public protection grounds. 

 

The panel bore in mind the wide ranging concerns and lack of fundamental nursing 

skills found in Miss Varalli’s nursing practice and that she did not have the necessary 

knowledge of English to practise safely as a nurse. The panel noted Miss Varalli’s 

personal statement dated 4 September 2018 where she stated ‘if you believe that my 

English is still not appropriate enough, I will attend an English course to improve my 

English skills as well’. The panel was of the view that this demonstrated a lack of 

understanding about the impact of her actions and the regulatory process itself.  

 

The panel bore in mind that its primary function was to protect patients and the wider 

public interest which includes maintaining confidence in the nursing profession and 

upholding proper standards of conduct and performance. The panel determined that, in 

this case, a finding of continuing impairment in the public interest as well as on public 

protection grounds is justified. 

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Miss Varalli’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. 

 

Determination on sanction: 

 

Having found Miss Varalli’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 29 of the Order. The panel has also taken into account the 
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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 noted the aggravating and mitigating features at the substantive hearing in 

August 2016. It particularly noted the witness evidence describing Miss Varalli as a 

‘lovely person and she was willing to work hard. I think that grasping the English 

language was a high demand on her and I think that her lack of comprehension made it 

difficult for her to achieve anything above the basic Healthcare Assistant tasks on the 

ward’.  

 

The panel first considered whether to take no further action but concluded that this 

would be inappropriate in light of the risks identified and the recent lack of engagement 

by Miss Varalli.  

 

The panel then considered whether to impose a caution but concluded that it would be 

neither proportionate nor in the public interest to impose a caution order. The 

misconduct is too serious in this case. 

 

The panel next considered the imposition of a conditions of practice order and reviewed 

the SG. It noted that several points were engaged making this an unsuitable sanction. 

Specifically, the panel found that Miss Varalli has failed to engage with the 

recommendations made by previous panels and that there is evidence of Miss Varalli’s 

general incompetence as a nurse as well as a persistent lack of insight into the 

seriousness of her actions or their consequences.  

   

Further, the panel was of the view that conditions would not be workable because Miss 

Varalli is not working in a healthcare setting in the UK as stated in her email dated 19 

September 2018.  

 

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

Miss Varalli has continued to demonstrate a persistent lack of insight into her failings. 

The panel determined that a further period of suspension would not serve any useful 

purpose in all of the circumstances, particularly when considering Miss Varalli’s 
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complete lack of compliance with the NMC’s recommendations as to remediation and 

her failure to provide any material evidence to previous and today’s panel. The panel 

noted Miss Varalli’s email dated 19 September 2018 where she stated she no longer 

wished to practise as a nurse in the UK.  

 

The panel bore in mind that Miss Varalli only attended 50% of the English language 

classes provided by her Trust which demonstrates her lack of commitment to improving 

the concerns found in her practice. The panel noted that despite ongoing support and 

supervision throughout the entirety of Miss Varalli’s employment, she demonstrated a 

lack of retention of the knowledge and skills passed onto her by her supervisors and 

mentors. The panel noted that Miss Varalli had been subject to a suspension order for a 

period of over 2 years. The panel determined that the seriousness of this case is 

incompatible with ongoing registration when all the circumstances are considered. The 

panel decided that it was necessary to take action to prevent Miss Varalli from 

practising in the future and concluded that the only sanction that would adequately 

protect the public and serve the public interest was a striking-off order. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Miss Varalli in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination.  

 

 


