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Service of Notice of Hearing 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Miss Long 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 Long on 24 

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

panel noted that notice of this hearing was delivered to Miss Long’s registered address 

on 25 January 2019.  

 

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 

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

accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel noted that there had been no response from Miss Long in relation to the 

notice of hearing. The panel was mindful that Miss Long has not engaged with the NMC 

proceedings since agreeing to the consensual panel determination prior to the 

substantive hearing. 

 

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

was or should be aware of today’s hearing and it is of the view that she had chosen to 

disengage. The panel, therefore, concluded that she had chosen voluntarily to absent 

herself. The panel had no reason to believe that an adjournment would result in Miss 



 

   

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

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

proceed in Miss Long’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 March 2019 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the second review of a suspension order, originally imposed by a Fitness to 

Practise panel on 28 February 2017 for 12 months. The current order is due to expire 

on 31 March 2019.  

 

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

 

The charge found proved which resulted in the imposition of the substantive order were 

as follows: 

 
That you, a registered nurse: 

1. Between 31 January 2009 and 26 September 2013: 

1.1. Worked on one or more occasions at the Central and North West London 

NHS Foundation Trust (“the Trust”) when you did not have the right to 

work in the United Kingdom. 

1.2. Did not disclose to the Trust that you did not have the right to work in the 

United Kingdom. 

2. Were dishonest in your actions alleged at charge 1 in that you deliberately 

intended to: 

2.1. Work when you did not have the right to do so. 

2.2. Mislead the Trust as to your right to work in the United Kingdom. 

And, in light of the above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your 

misconduct. 

 

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



 

   

 

“In reviewing the substantive order, this panel considered whether Miss Long’s 

fitness to practise remains impaired, and if so, what action to take. This panel 

considered all of the information before it. The panel accepted the advice of the 

legal assessor. It exercised its own judgement in determining whether Miss 

Long’s current fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

The panel considered that Miss Long’s misconduct, which emanated from a 

finding of dishonesty relating to working, when she had no right to work in the 

United Kingdom (UK) was serious and had breached the fundamental tenets of 

the nursing profession. It concurred with the substantive panel’s view that the 

serious nature of Miss Long’s misconduct had brought the nursing profession into 

disrepute and had the potential to undermine public confidence in the professions 

and the NMC as its regulator. 

The panel considered whether Miss Long’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 

It noted the substantive hearing panel’s conclusion that a suspension order 

would afford Miss Long the opportunity to continue her efforts to manage her 

immigration status and to continue to develop her insight and remediation. 

However, the panel has not been presented with any information of Miss Long’s 

current professional or personal circumstances. She has not provided any new 

information in relation to her immigration status or further evidence of insight and 

remediation in the light of her disengagement with the regulatory process. The 

panel concluded that, in the absence of any evidence from Miss Long 

demonstrating that her misconduct has been remedied, the risk of repetition and 

the consequent risk of breach of fundamental tenets of profession remains.  

The panel bore in mind the overarching objective of the NMC: to protect, promote 

and maintain the health safety and well-being of the public and patients and the 

wider public interest which includes promoting and maintaining public confidence 

in the nursing and midwifery professions and upholding the proper professional 

standards for members of those professions. The panel determined that, in this 

case, a finding of continuing impairment on public protection and public interest 

grounds remains necessary.” 



 

   

 

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

 

“Having found Miss Long’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 had careful regard 

to the Sanctions Guidance dated July 2017 (SG) published by the NMC 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 first considered whether to take no action and allow the order to lapse 

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

identified and the seriousness of the case. It would therefore not be in the public 

interest in declaring and upholding standards and maintaining public confidence 

in the profession.  

For the same reasons the panel considered that replacing the existing order with 

a caution order would not be appropriate in the circumstances of this case. 

The panel considered whether substituting the current suspension order with a 

conditions of practice order would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The 

panel was mindful that any conditions imposed must be proportionate, 

measurable and workable. However, the panel determined that it would be 

difficult to formulate conditions which would address the non-clinical concerns 

highlighted in Miss Long’s case. Accordingly, the panel concluded that placing 

conditions on Miss Long registration would not address public protection or the 

public interest. 

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

determined that, although Miss Long had not submitted evidence to demonstrate 

that she has addressed the immigration issues that led to her misconduct, she 

would benefit from a further period of time in which she can seek to manage her 

immigration status, provide the relevant documents to the NMC and demonstrate 

further insight into her misconduct. The panel determined that a suspension 

order for a further period of 12 months remained the appropriate and 



 

   

proportionate order to satisfy the public interest considerations of this case, at 

this stage.  

The panel also considered whether a striking-off order would be proportionate in 

this case. The panel concluded that such an order would be disproportionate and 

unduly punitive at this time. However, a persistent lack of remediation and further 

insight may lead a future panel to come to a different conclusion.”  

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

The panel has considered carefully whether Miss Long’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. It has taken account of 

the submissions made by Mr Edwards on behalf of the NMC.  

 

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

 

The panel considered that Miss Long’s misconduct, which emanated from a finding of 

dishonesty relating to working, when she had no right to work in the United Kingdom 

(UK) was serious and had breached the fundamental tenets of the nursing profession. It 

concurred with the substantive panel’s view that the serious nature of Miss Long’s 

misconduct had brought the nursing profession into disrepute and had the potential to 

undermine public confidence in the professions and the NMC as its regulator. 

 

The panel considered whether Miss Long’s fitness to practise remains impaired. It noted 

the previous reviewing panel’s conclusion that a suspension order would afford Miss 

Long the opportunity to continue her efforts to manage her immigration status and to 

continue to develop her insight and remediation. However, the panel has not been 

presented with any information of Miss Long’s current professional or personal 

circumstances. She has not provided any new information in relation to her immigration 



 

   

status or further evidence of insight and remediation in the light of her disengagement 

with the regulatory process. The panel concluded that, in the absence of any evidence 

from Miss Long demonstrating that her misconduct has been remedied, the risk of 

repetition and the consequent risk of breach of fundamental tenets of profession 

remains.  

 

The panel bore in mind the overarching objective of the NMC: to protect, promote and 

maintain the health safety and well-being of the public and patients and the wider public 

interest which includes promoting and maintaining public confidence in the nursing and 

midwifery professions and upholding the proper professional standards for members of 

those professions. The panel determined that, in this case, a finding of continuing 

impairment on public protection and public interest grounds remains necessary. 

 

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Miss Long’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 

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 first considered whether to take no action 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. 

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

be inappropriate for the same reasons as above.  

The panel considered whether substituting the current suspension order with a 

conditions of practice order would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The panel 

was mindful that any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and 

workable. However, the panel determined that it would be difficult to formulate 

conditions which would address the non-clinical concerns highlighted in Miss Long’s 



 

   

case. Accordingly, the panel concluded that placing conditions on Miss Long registration 

would not address public protection or the public interest. 

 

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

Miss Long had not engaged with NMC proceedings for two years. The panel noted that 

there has been no evidence to suggest that Miss Long has developed any further 

insight or remediation. It also noted that no new information has been received with 

regard to her immigration status. The panel determined that a further period of 

suspension would not serve any useful purpose in all of the circumstances.  

The panel determined that it was necessary to take action to prevent Miss Long 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 Long in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 

 


