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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Order Review Hearing 
30 August 2019 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 2 Stratford Place, Montfichet Road, London, E20 1EJ 
 

Name of registrant: Miss Magdalena Vasilica Sora 
 
NMC PIN:  16D0668C 
 
Part(s) of the register:      Registered Nurse – Sub Part 1 

Adult Nursing – April 2016 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Lack of Competence 
 
Panel Members: Trevor Spires (Chair, lay member) 

Jane Fraser (Registrant member) 
Allison Hume (Registrant member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Lachlan Wilson 
 
Panel Secretary: Charlie Russell 
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Maria Buckingham, Case 

Presenter 
 
Miss Sora: Not present and not represented 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (3 months) 
  
Fitness to Practise: Impaired 
 
Outcome: Strike off to come into effect at the end of 31 

August 2019 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 Sora 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 Sora on 26 July 

2019 by recorded delivery and first class post to her registered address. 

 

Miss Buckingham informed the panel that notice of this hearing was recorded as not 

delivered. However, she reminded the panel that proof of receipt of notice is not a 

requirement and submitted that there is a burden of a responsibility placed on 

registrants to update the NMC with regard to any changes to their details. 

 

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 of Miss Sora  

 

The panel then considered proceeding in the absence of Miss Sora. 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 Miss Buckingham, on behalf of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC). The 

panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Miss Buckingham referred the panel to an on table document, which included three 

emails from Miss Sora’s NMC Case Officer enquiring about her attendance today, none 

of which have not been responded to. Further, the document included two ‘Returned 

Mail’ documents from Miss Sora’s NMC registered address. 
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Miss Sora had been sent notice of today’s hearing by email on 26 July 2019. The panel 

was satisfied that all reasonable steps had been taken to make her aware of today’s 

hearing. Noting Miss Sora’s extremely limited engagement with the NMC throughout 

this case, the panel had no reason to believe that an adjournment would result in Miss 

Sora’s attendance. Having weighed the interests of Miss Sora with those of the NMC 

and the public interest in an expeditious disposal of this hearing the panel determined to 

proceed in Miss Sora’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 31 August 2019 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the third review of a suspension order, originally imposed by a panel of the 

Conduct and Competence Committee on 28 April 2017 for 12 months. The suspension 

order was reviewed and extended for 12 months on 29 May 2018. It was reviewed on 

10 May 2019 and extended for a further three months. The current order is due to 

expire on 31 August 2019.  

 

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 Registered Nurse by Yeovil District Hospital NHS 

Foundation Trust (the Trust) failed to demonstrate the standards of knowledge, skill 

and judgment required for practise without supervision as a Registered Nurse in 

that: 

 

1. You failed to demonstrate the required skills and knowledge of nursing 

practice on (but not restricted to) one or more of the occasions set out in 

Schedule 1; 
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AND, in light of the above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your lack 

of competence. 

 

SCHEDULE 1 

 

1. On 19 February 2016: 

1.1    You were unable to demonstrate your knowledge of the patients under 

your care; 

1.2    You had little and/or no knowledge on how to care for a nasogastric 

tube; 

1.3    You had little and/or no knowledge on how to remove a cannula from 

Patient ; 

1.4       Your record keeping was of an inadequate standard. 

 

2. On 23 February 2016, you demonstrated little and/or no knowledge of the 

process of ‘Last Offices.’ 

 

3.  On 25 February 2016, you were unable to explain why a patient was in 

isolation, and could not explain what type of infection the patient had despite 

receiving a handover. 

2.  

4. On 11 March 2016:  

4.1    Took 2 hours to conduct a medication round for 9 patients; 

4.2    You were unable to explain why 3 patients were in isolation and could 

not explain what type of infection these 3 patients had; 

4.3    You did not wash your hands after seeing a patient with the infection 

clostridium difficile contrary to appropriate infection control; 
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4.4 You prepared to administer medication to a patient without first checking 

their identification; 

4.5    You left a drug trolley unattended on 2 occasions. 

 

5. On 18 March 2016: 

5.1    You did not conduct a medication round for 12 patients in a timely 

manner; 

5.2    You did not check the expiry date on medications prior to administering 

them to patients; 

6. On 22 March 2016, you were unable to explain why a patient was in isolation 

and could not explain what type of infection the patient had. 

 

7. On 11 April 2016: 

7.1    You took over 1 hour to give medication to 5 patients; 

7.2    You missed the administration of medication to a patient and needed to 

be prompted to administer their medication; 

   You demonstrated poor knowledge of specific drugs and drug groups; 

7.3 You were unable to explain what Troponin is and why Troponin level(s) 

need to be measured; 

7.4    You were unable to explain what the medication Rivaroxaban is and 

what it is used for; 

7.5    You did not know what the condition atrial fibrillation is; 

7.6    You therefore, in light of 7.5 and 7.6 above, gave medication to a patient 

without knowing what it was for; 

7.7    You failed to change your Person Protective Equipment and wash your 

hands before going to see different patients; 
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7.8 Demonstrated poor record keeping. 

 

8. On 26 April 2016: 

8.1    You took 2 hours to conduct a medication round for 6 patients; 

8.2    You prepared to dispense doxycycline medication which had been 

discontinued; 

8.3    You signed for a medication prior to administering it to a patient. 

9.  On 28 April 2016: 

9.1    You failed to recognise a patient who was experiencing severe 

respiratory distress; 

9.2    You took an inaccurate respiratory rate when prompted to do so; 

9.3    You administered medication alone and gave 2.5mg salbutamol instead 

of the 5 mg prescribed yet signed for 5mg PRN given; 

9.4    Demonstrated poor record keeping; 

9.5    Demonstrated very poor knowledge of medications; 

9.6    You could not differentiate between different types of inhalers; 

9.7    You were unable to explain what gabapentin medication is for; 

9.8 You administered a wrong nebulizer dosage without supervision. 

 

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

 

“The panel noted that Miss Sora has provided no new information since the last 

hearing. The panel today has no new information to demonstrate any evidence of 

remorse, insight, or remediation. It took into account that no evidence of the 

previous reviewing panel’s recommendations had been provided by Miss Sora, 

such as a reflective piece or references.  
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In light of this the panel determined that Miss Sora is still liable to repeat matters 

of the kind found proved. The panel therefore decided that a finding of continuing 

impairment is necessary on the grounds of public protection.  

 

The panel had borne 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 on 

public interest grounds is required. 

 

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

impaired” 

 

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

“The panel first considered whether to take no action or to impose a caution 

order but concluded that this would be inappropriate in view of the risk of 

repetition identified and seriousness of the case. The panel decided that it would 

be neither proportionate nor in the public interest to take no further action or to 

impose a caution order. 

The panel considered substituting the current suspension order with a conditions 

of practice order. Miss Sora’s lack of competence related to multiple issues of 

basic nursing and caring practice, and there has been no evidence produced to 

show that she has developed insight. Further, the panel noted that it has no 

information before it regarding Miss Sora’s current employment. The panel 

determined that, given the circumstances, workable conditions could not be 

formulated which would sufficiently protect the public.  

 

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

the view that a suspension order would allow Miss Sora a further opportunity to 

reflect on her previous failings and engage with the NMC. It noted that Miss Sora 
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has already been suspended for 12 months, and for an additional 12 months. 

Indeed the panel doubted that a further long suspension would serve any 

appropriate or proportionate regulatory purpose, given Miss Sora’s lack of 

engagement. 

 

The panel noted that it did not have the power to impose a striking off order at 

this stage as Miss Sora has not been subject to either a suspension order or a 

conditions of practice order for a continuous period of 2 years, and because this 

is a lack of competence case. The panel was of the view that a further 3 month 

suspension order would allow Miss Sora to engage if she wished to do so. 

Alternatively, if Miss Sora continues not to engage, the future reviewing panel 

would have all the powers of sanction available to it, including a striking off order. 

The panel was satisfied that a further suspension order would protect the public 

and address the public interest in this case.” 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Miss Sora’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 the NMC 

review bundle and on table document. It has taken account of the submissions made by 

Ms Buckingham on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Ms Buckingham provided a background of the case to the panel and directed the panel 

to the relevant parts of the bundle. She referred the panel to the previous reviewing 

panel’s decision on 10 May 2019 which extended the suspension order for a period of 

three months in order to give Miss Sora a further opportunity to reflect on her previous 

failings and engage with her regulator. Ms Buckingham submitted that there has been 
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no change in circumstances since the last review hearing. She highlighted Miss Sora’s 

persistent lack of engagement and failure to either demonstrate insight into the failings 

in her practice or remediate the concerns relating to her lack of competence. 

 

Ms Buckingham submitted that Miss Sora’s fitness to practise remains impaired, and 

that there are strong public protection concerns in this case. Further she submitted that 

there are public interest concerns in this case because members of the public expect 

nurses to carry out basic nursing skills and to practice safely and effectively.  

 

In terms of sanction, Miss Buckingham reminded the panel that it has all options 

available to it, in light of Miss Sora now having been suspended for more two years. 

She submitted however that sanction is ultimately a matter for the panel’s independent 

judgement. 

 

The panel 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 noted that Miss Sora has not engaged with the NMC throughout these 

regulatory proceedings. She has failed to provide any evidence of remediation and/or 

insight that may satisfy this panel that the concerns identified by previous panels have 

now been mitigated. The panel has seen no communication from Miss Sora to assure it 

that she has taken any steps to remediate the concerns identified.  

 

In these circumstances, the panel considered that Miss Sora remained liable to put 

patients at risk of harm, through her lack of competence. The panel considered that a 

risk of repetition was likely, and therefore determined that a finding of impairment 

remained necessary on the grounds of public protection.  

 

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

public interest which includes maintaining confidence in the nursing profession and 
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upholding proper standards of conduct and performance. The panel noted that Miss 

Sora continues to fail to engage with NMC proceedings. In light of the fact that the panel 

had no evidence to show that Miss Sora had taken any steps to address her lack of 

competence, the panel determined that a finding of impairment remained necessary on 

public interest grounds.  

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Miss Sora’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Miss Sora’s fitness to practise currently impaired, the panel then 

considered what, if any, sanction it should impose in this case. The panel had regard to 

its powers set out in Article 29 of the Order. The panel also took into account the NMC’s 

Sanctions Guidance (“SG”) and bore in mind that the purpose of a sanction is not to be 

punitive, though any sanction imposed may have a punitive effect. 

The panel first considered whether to take no action, but concluded that this would be 

wholly inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and the seriousness of the 

case. The panel determined that taking no action would not protect the public and it 

would not satisfy the public interest. 

The panel then considered whether to impose a caution order, but concluded that this 

would also be wholly inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and in light 

of the remaining concerns in relation to Miss Sora’s lack of competence. The panel 

determined that imposing a caution order would not restrict Miss Sora’s practice or 

protect the public, and it would not satisfy the public interest. 

The panel next considered whether to impose a conditions of practice order. It noted 

that Miss Sora has consistently failed to engage with the NMC’s proceedings. Miss 

Sora’s lack of competence related to multiple areas of fundamental nursing practice, 

and there has been no evidence produced to show that she has developed insight. The 

panel determined that, given the circumstances, workable conditions could not be 

formulated which would sufficiently protect the public. 
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The panel considered the imposition of a further period of suspension. It noted that Miss 

Sora has already been suspended for over two years now. The panel doubted that a 

further long suspension would serve any appropriate or proportionate regulatory 

purpose, given Miss Sora’s lack of engagement and evidence of either insight or 

remediation.  

 

The panel determined that a further period of suspension would serve no useful 

purpose in bringing about Miss Sora’s engagement with these proceedings and 

remediation of her lack of competence. It noted the public interest in ensuring that 

registrants do not remain subject to fitness to practise proceedings in circumstances 

where to do so would not facilitate their return to safe and effective practice. The panel 

considered that Miss Sora has been subject to a suspension order for over two years, 

during which time she has provided no evidence of any willingness to address the 

regulatory concerns raised. This represents a serious departure from the professional 

standards expected of a registered nurse. 

 

In these circumstances, the panel determined that it was necessary to take action to 

prevent Miss Sora from practising in the future. The panel concluded that the only 

sanction that would adequately protect the public and serve the public interest, which 

included maintaining confidence in the nursing profession and the NMC as regulator, 

and the upholding of proper standards of conduct and performance, was a striking off 

order. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Miss Sora in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 


