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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Hearing 
12 October 2018 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 61 Aldwych, London WC2B 4AE 
 
Name of registrant: Miss Natalie Luraschi 
 
NMC PIN:  13L0911E 
 
Part of the register: Registered Adult Nurse – September 2016 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Conviction 
 
Panel Members: John Vellacott (Chair, Lay member) 

Sue O’Sullivan (Registrant member) 
Deborah Jones (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Iain Burnett 
 
Panel Secretary: Tereka Bowes 
 
Registrant: Miss Luraschi present and represented by 

Neair Maqboul, instructed by Royal College of 
Nursing. 

 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Hannah Smith, Case 

Presenter. 
 
Facts proved: 1  
 
Facts not proved:                                   N/A  
 
Fitness to practise: Impaired 
 
Sanction: Strike-off 
 
Interim Order: Interim Suspension Order - 18 months 
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Details of charge: 
 

That you, a registered nurse: 
 
1) On 27 February 2018, at the Crown Court at Preston, were convicted of committing 

an act or series of acts with intent to pervert the course of public justice 
 
AND in light of the above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your 
conviction.  
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Decision and reasons on application under Rule 19 
 

Ms Maqboul on your behalf invited the panel to hear parts of your case in private on the 

basis that there would be references to matters of a personal nature including health. 

The application was made pursuant to Rule 19 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council 

(Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of Council 2004 (as amended) (the Rules). Ms Smith 

on behalf of the NMC agreed with the application. 

 

The panel heard and accepted the advice from the legal assessor that while Rule 19 (1) 

of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of Council 2004 

(as amended in 2012)   (The Rules) provides, as a starting point, that hearings shall be 

conducted in public, Rule 19 (3) states that the panel may hold hearings partly or wholly 

in private if it is satisfied that this is justified by the interests of any party or by the public 

interest. 

 

The panel considered Rule 19 and decided that any references to your health shall be 

heard in private but the rest of the hearing should be in public. 
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Decision on the findings on facts and reasons 
 

The charges concern your conviction and the panel has been provided with a copy of 

the certificate/memorandum of conviction. Rule 31 (2) and (3) of the Rules state: 

 

(2)   Where a registrant has been convicted of a criminal offence 

(a) a copy of the certificate of conviction, certified by a competent officer of 

a Court in the United Kingdom (or, in Scotland, an extract conviction) 

shall be conclusive proof of the conviction; and 

(b) the findings of fact upon which the conviction is based shall be 

admissible as proof of those facts. 

(3) The only evidence which may be adduced by the registrant in rebuttal of a 

conviction certified or extracted in accordance with paragraph (2)(a) is 

evidence for the purpose of proving that she is not the person referred to in 

the certificate or extract. 

 

Decision on the facts 
 
You admitted to the charge in this case. The panel was also provided with a 

memorandum of conviction. The panel found the charge proved by way of your 

admission and by virtue of Rule 31. 

 
Decision on impairment 
 
You commenced your nursing education in September 2012 and you completed this 

course in September 2016. However, you formerly entered the NMC register in 

November 2016. 
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The NMC received a self-referral in March 2018 from your representative on your 

behalf. 

 

On 27 February 2018 you were convicted at Preston Crown Court of committing an act 

and/or series of acts with intent to pervert the course of justice.  

 

The facts leading to this conviction are as follows: [PRIVATE]. On the same day, the 

police officer spoke to you. You told the police that you had sold the car to a man whose 

name you gave, but you were unable to provide an address or contact details for that 

individual.  

 

On 12 November 2017 a police officer spoke to you again in relation to this incident, 

and you said that you had sold the vehicle on 9 November 2016 to a person with a 

different name to the individual you had mentioned on the previous day and provided 

the officer with a false invoice. 

 

The police made enquiries and obtained an image which showed the vehicle being 

driven by a man, with you in the passenger seat, an hour before the incident on 11 

November 2017. 

 

You were arrested by the police on 17 December 2017. [PRIVATE] 

 

On 6 April 2018, having pleaded guilty to committing an act/series of acts with intent to 

pervert the course of public justice, you were sentenced to 12 months imprisonment, 

suspended for 24 months, to undertake rehabilitative activity for a maximum of 30 days, 

to carry out unpaid community work for 100 hours and to pay a statutory surcharge of 

£140.  

 

You were previously convicted in 2015 of an offence of obstructing a police constable. 

However, you declared this to the NMC on your Notification of Practice (“NOP”) form in 

2016. The NMC took no further regulatory action in respect of that matter. 
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The judge who imposed the sentence on 6 April 2018 made the following remarks: 

 

“[PRIVATE] You had a number of opportunities to extricate yourself from these 

serious lies by telling the police the truth. You took none of them… 

You will not be going immediately into custody today, but I tell you now that you 

have escaped immediate custody by the skin of your teeth.” 

 

The panel considered, on the basis of the matters found proved, whether your fitness to 

practise is impaired by reason of your conviction. The panel had regard to all the 

evidence before it. It heard submissions from Ms Smith on behalf of the NMC and from 

Ms Maqboul on your behalf. 
 

You gave evidence under oath and you informed the panel that you qualified as a nurse 

in 2015. You also informed the panel that you have a passion for caring and this is the 

main reason you decided to go into nursing.  

 

You told the panel that you feel ashamed as a result of the conviction and that you have 

complied with all the directions of the court to date and you have taken all the necessary 

help that has been afforded to you. You said that this experience has changed you, 

[PRIVATE].  

 

[PRIVATE] 

 

You informed the panel as a result of undertaking the rehabilitation sessions required as 

part of your sentence, your confidence has excelled and you are now in a position to 

help others. 

  

You told the panel that you are currently working as a care assistant at a nursing home. 
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You told the panel that nursing is your life and in the future you would like to become a 

nurse in acute care.  

 

You informed the panel that you have moved forward with your life. You accept that 

your actions were a mistake and that you breached the NMC Code.  

 

You told the panel that you understand the implications of your behaviour on the public, 

patients, colleagues and your family.  

 

You admitted your fitness to practise is currently impaired.  

 

The panel heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel has exercised its own judgement in determining the issue before it. In 

considering your fitness to practise the panel reminded itself of its duty to protect 

patients and its wider duty to protect the public interest which includes the declaring and 

upholding of proper standards of conduct and behaviour, and the maintenance of public 

confidence in the profession and the regulatory process. 

 

The panel considered the judgement of Mrs Justice Cox in the case of Council for 

Healthcare Regulatory Excellence v (1) Nursing and Midwifery Council (2) Grant [2011] 

EWHC 927 (Admin) in reaching its decision. 

 

Do our findings of fact in respect of the doctor’s misconduct, 

deficient professional performance, adverse health, conviction, 

caution or determination show that his/her fitness to practise is 

impaired in the sense that s/he: 

 

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 
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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. 

 

The panel was of the view that limbs b), c) and d) of Grant were engaged in the past. 

 
The panel bore in mind that you have attended this hearing and fully engaged with the 

NMC. There has been no evidence before the panel to suggest that you are anything 

other than a competent nurse. Your clinical skills have not been called into question. 

The panel determined that perverting the course of justice is a very serious offence. The 

panel bore in mind the courses which you have undertaken and the rehabilitation 

sessions which you have completed. 

 

The panel considered the issues of insight and remediation. It took into consideration 

your evidence, the documents before it and your reflective piece. Whilst dishonesty is 

difficult to remediate, the panel concludes you have done everything possible since your 

conviction to remediate your past actions. The panel considers that you have significant 

insight into your actions. The panel concluded that there is a low risk that you would 

repeat your behaviour in the future. 

 

The panel considered the serious impact your actions have had upon the reputation of 

the profession. The panel was mindful of the need to uphold proper professional 

standards and whether public confidence in the profession would be undermined if a 

finding of impairment were not made. The panel would reiterate that you were convicted 

of a very serious offence indeed. You lied to the police on a number of occasions and 

have a past conviction for a similar matter. Given the serious nature of your conviction, 
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the panel determined that the need to uphold proper standards of conduct, and 

behaviour and public confidence in the profession and its regulatory body, would be 

undermined if a finding of impairment were not made in the circumstances of your case. 

 

The panel has therefore determined that your current fitness to practise is impaired on 

public interest grounds by reason of your conviction. 
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Determination on sanction 
 
Having decided that your fitness to practise is currently impaired, the panel considered 

what sanction, if any, it should impose in relation to your registration. In reaching its 

decision on sanction, the panel has considered all the evidence that has been placed 

before it, and the submissions of Ms Smith and Ms Maqboul. 

 

The following is a very brief summary of the submissions made. Ms Smith submitted 

that a striking off order would be the most appropriate sanction in this case. She also 

made reference to the case of Council for the Regulation of Healthcare Professionals v 

(1) General Dental Council (2) Alexander Fleischmann [2005] EWHC 87 (Admin) and 

the judgement of Mr Justice Newman. She stated that, as a matter of general principle, 

where a registrant had been convicted of a serious criminal offence, the person should 

not be permitted to resume their practice until they have satisfactorily completed their 

sentence. 

 

Ms Maqboul submitted on your behalf that you have personally attended and have put 

yourself at the mercy of the panel. She also submitted that you are under no illusion as 

to the seriousness of your actions and you feel ashamed for what you did. Ms Maqboul 

submitted that you are a good nurse, you should be given a second chance and that a 

suspension order would be the most appropriate sanction. She invited the panel to 

carefully consider the testimonials and the personal mitigation to which the judge 

referred in sentencing and which were before the panel today.  

 

The panel heard and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel has given careful consideration to the NMC’s Sanctions Guidance (SG) 

published by the NMC. 

 

The panel considered Article 29 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council Order (2001).  

The panel noted that it should consider the following options in ascending order: take no 
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action; make a caution order; make a conditions of practice order for no more than three 

years; make a suspension order for a maximum of one year; or make a striking off 

order. The panel recognised that the purpose of sanctions is not to be punitive, although 

a sanction may have a punitive effect. 

 

The panel considered the aggravating and mitigating features in this case. In relation to 

mitigation the panel considered that you have demonstrated significant insight, you 

have done what you can to remediate and you have complied with everything required 

so far by the sentencing court. [PRIVATE]. The panel has given some weight to these 

factors [PRIVATE]. 

 

In relation to aggravating factors the panel considered that this was a very serious 

offence and this is the second criminal conviction within a short space of time. The 

panel considered that your actions constituted a pattern of behaviour of lying to a police 

officer and your actions were deliberate and premeditated, as you have stated you had 

a choice. 

 

The panel acknowledged that you have, during the course of this hearing, demonstrated 

an understanding of the impact your actions had upon the reputation of your profession 

and the impact on the public.  

 

The panel has had regard to the general principle as set out in the case of GDC v 

Fleischmann. You were sentenced to a period of 12 months imprisonment and 

suspended for 24 months. You have not completed your sentence as yet. The panel 

has carefully looked at the facts of your conviction and the sentencing judge’s remarks. 

The sentence was imposed in the context of a conviction for a similar matter in 2015. 

[PRIVATE].However, your conviction demonstrated your dishonesty was repeated over 

the course of a week in which you lied to police officers. The judge listed the four acts of 

dishonesty which led to your conviction. The panel has noted and taken account of the 

personal mitigation to which the judge referred and the very positive testimonials 

submitted on your behalf. 
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The panel considered the available sanctions starting with the least serious. It 

concluded that to take no action would be entirely inappropriate in this case. 

  

Next, in considering whether a caution order would be appropriate in the circumstances, 

the panel took into account the Sanctions Guidance (SG), which states that a caution 

order may be appropriate where ‘the case is at the lower end of the spectrum of 

impaired fitness to practise and the panel wishes to mark that the behaviour was 

unacceptable and must not happen again.’ The panel considered that your actions were 

not at the lower end of the spectrum and that a caution order would be inappropriate in 

view of the seriousness of the case. The panel decided that it would be neither 

proportionate nor in the public interest to impose a caution order. 

 

The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on your registration 

would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The panel is mindful that any conditions 

imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable. In this case the panel 

concluded that conditions of practice would be neither workable nor appropriate. 

 

The panel next considered whether a suspension order would be an appropriate and 

proportionate sanction in this case. It referred to the list of factors set out in the SG 

(paragraphs 69-73), which gives guidance as to when a suspension order may be 

appropriate. The panel took into account the need to maintain public confidence in the 

profession, and the NMC as regulator and also the upholding of proper standards. The 

panel had regard to your own circumstances and the impact that such an order will have 

upon you, and balanced these against the wider public interest. 

 

The panel is well aware of the importance of integrity within the nursing profession and 

that your conviction is of a very serious nature. The panel accepted that your clinical 

practice has not been called into question and has indeed been commended. It also 

reminded itself that there had been no patient harm as a result of your actions. The 

panel recognises your passion and dedication for nursing. 
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The panel considered a striking-off order.  The panel considered your dishonesty which 

resulted in your conviction to be a very serious departure from a fundamental tenet of 

the relevant professional standards; honesty and integrity.  

 

Having considered all the aggravating and mitigating factors, and taking into account all 

of the evidence in this case the panel concluded that public confidence could not be 

maintained, if a nurse who behaved as you had, were allowed to remain on the register.  

The panel concluded that your actions were far too serious to allow you to remain on 

the register and that the public interest outweighed your interest in this regard. Nurses 

will not retain the respect of the public if their honesty and integrity is persistently called 

into question. The panel therefore determined that a striking off order was the only 

sanction which will be sufficient to satisfy the public interest and to protect the public.  

The panel was in no doubt that your actions, which resulted in your conviction, are 

fundamentally incompatible with ongoing registration.   

 

The panel directs that your name is removed from the register. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 14 

Determination on Interim Order 

The panel has considered the submissions made by Ms Smith that an interim order 

should be made on the grounds that it is necessary in the public interest. She made an 

application that the panel impose an interim suspension order for an 18 month period to 

cover the appeal period of 28 days and any possible appeal. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. It also had regard to the NMC’s 

guidance to panels considering whether to make an interim order. The panel has taken 

into account the principle of proportionality, bearing in mind the interests of the public 

and weighing those with the effect of an order on you.  

 

The panel was satisfied that an interim suspension order is necessary in the public 

interest. The panel had regard to the seriousness of the facts found proved and the 

reasons set out in its decision for the substantive order, in reaching the decision to 

impose an interim order. To do otherwise than making an interim order would be 

incompatible with its earlier findings. The panel is satisfied that the high bar for the 

imposition of such an order is reached in this case. 

 

The panel therefore imposes an interim suspension order.  

 

The period of this order is for 18 months to allow for the possibility of an appeal to be 

made and determined. If at the end of a period of 28 days, you have not lodged an 

appeal, the interim order will lapse and be replaced by the substantive order. On the 

other hand, if you do lodge an appeal, the interim order will continue until the appeal is 

concluded. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 


