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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Meeting 

28-29 January 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Anna-Elisa Halva 
 
NMC PIN:  16H0616C 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub part 1 
 RN1 (22 August 2016) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Julia Whiting (Chair, Registrant member) 

Pauleen Pratt (Registrant member) 
Sarah Tozzi (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Dr Hala Helmi (Day 1) 

John Bromley-Davenport QC (Day 2) 
 
Facts proved: 1a) – f), 2, 3a) – d), 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
 
Facts proved by admission: None 
 
Facts not proved: None 
 
Fitness to practise: Impaired  
 
Sanction: Striking-off order 
 
Interim order: Interim suspension order (18 months) 
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Details of charge: 

 

That you, whilst working as a registered nurse at Spire Bushy Hospital: 

 

1. On or about 31 July 2018, informed your employer that; 

a. you had an accident at a horse riding school and/or during a horse riding 

lesson 

b. as a result of the accident in 1(a), you injured your back, neck and wrist 

c. your GP assessed you 

d. your GP x-rayed your wrist 

e. your GP signed you off work for a week 

f. your GP advised you that your wrist was not fractured but needed to be 

rested 

 

2. Your conduct in charge 1 was dishonest in that you knew this information was 

not true and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

3. Between 22 August and 31 August 2017; 

a. provided a letter from Dr 3 dated 31 July 2017 which was false 

b. forged and/or copied the signature in the letter at charge 3(a) 

c. provided an undated list of prescribed mediation letter 

d. forged and/or copied the signature in the letter at charge 3(c) 

 

4. Your conduct in charge 3 was dishonest in that you knew the letters and 

signatures were false and deliberately sought to mislead your employer into 

believing that they were genuine 

 

5. On or around the beginning of September 2018, advised your employers that 

your GP and/or GP surgery had informed you the x-ray machine was broken. 
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6. Your conduct in charge 5 was dishonest in that you knew you had not spoken to 

anyone at the surgery and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

7. On an unknown date in September 2018, provided to your employers an x-ray 

with the words ‘for entertainment purposes only.’ 

 

8. Your conduct in charge 7 was dishonest in that you knew the x-ray was not an x-

ray of your hand and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

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

misconduct. 
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Decision on service of notice of meeting 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this meeting that written notice had been sent to  

Miss Halva’s registered address by recorded delivery and by first class post on 21 

December 2018.  This was confirmed by Royal Mail “Track and Trace” documentation. 

The notice informed Miss Halva that a panel of the Fitness to Practise committee had 

decided that her case should be referred to a substantive meeting, which would be held 

on or after 28 January 2019. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Miss Halva had 

been served with notice of this hearing in accordance with the requirements of Rules 

11A and 34. It noted that the rules of service do not require delivery and that it is the 

responsibility of the registrant to ensure their address on the register is up to date.  

 

Decision and reasons on application to amend the charge 

 

The panel on its motion decided to amend typographical errors in charges 1, 5, and 7 

with respect to the year in which the events occurred. Those charges refer to the year 

2018, when the evidence makes clear that the correct year was 2017.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor that Rule 28 of the Rules states: 

 

28. (1) At any stage before making its findings of fact, in accordance with rule 

24(5) or (11), the Investigating Committee (where the allegation relates to a 

fraudulent or incorrect entry in the register) or the Fitness to Practise Committee, 

may amend 

(a) the charge set out in the notice of hearing; or  

(b) the facts set out in the charge, on which the allegation is based, 



 5 

unless, having regard to the merits of the case and the fairness of the 

proceedings, the required amendment cannot be made without injustice.  

(2) Before making any amendment under paragraph (1), the Committee shall 

consider any representations from the parties on this issue. 

 

The panel was of the view that such an amendment, which corrects a typographical 

error, would cause no prejudice to Miss Halva or any injustice to either party. 

 

The panel noted a further typographical error in charge 3c) in that mediation should 

read medication. For the same reasons as above, the panel decided to amend the 

charge.  

 

The charges, as amended, are as follows: 

 

Amended Charges 

 

That you, whilst working as a registered nurse at Spire Bushy Hospital: 

 

1. On or about 31 July 2017, informed your employer that; 

a. you had an accident at a horse riding school and/or during a horse riding 

lesson 

b. as a result of the accident in 1(a), you injured your back, neck and wrist 

c. your GP assessed you 

d. your GP x-rayed your wrist 

e. your GP signed you off work for a week 

f. your GP advised you that your wrist was not fractured but needed to be 

rested 

 

2. Your conduct in charge 1 was dishonest in that you knew this information was 

not true and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 
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3. Between 22 August and 31 August 2017; 

a. provided a letter from Dr 3 dated 31 July 2017 which was false 

b. forged and/or copied the signature in the letter at charge 3(a) 

c. provided an undated list of prescribed medication letter 

d. forged and/or copied the signature in the letter at charge 3(c) 

 

4. Your conduct in charge 3 was dishonest in that you knew the letters and 

signatures were false and deliberately sought to mislead your employer into 

believing that they were genuine 

 

5. On or around the beginning of September 2017, advised your employers that 

your GP and/or GP surgery had informed you the x-ray machine was broken. 

 

6. Your conduct in charge 5 was dishonest in that you knew you had not spoken to 

anyone at the surgery and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

7. On an unknown date in September 2017, provided to your employers an x-ray 

with the words ‘for entertainment purposes only.’ 

 

8. Your conduct in charge 7 was dishonest in that you knew the x-ray was not an x-

ray of your hand and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

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

misconduct. 

 

Decision on the findings on facts and reasons 

 

The panel was aware that the burden of proof rests on the NMC, and that the standard 

of proof is the civil standard, namely the balance of probabilities. This means that the 

facts will be proved if the panel was satisfied that it was more likely than not that the 

incidents occurred as alleged. 
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The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel read the substantive meeting bundle which contained witness statements 

submitted on behalf of the NMC from Ms 1, Theatre Manager at the Hospital, Ms 2, X-

ray Manager at the Hospital, and Dr 3, GP who practised at ”the North London Private 

GP” Clinic between November 2016 and January 2017. The panel also read several on-

table papers which included letters from Miss Halva’s legal representative. 

 

Background 

 

The charges arose whilst Miss Halva was employed as a registered nurse at Spire 

Bushy Hospital (the Hospital). Miss Halva was employed as a scrub nurse in theatres at 

the Hospital from 19 January 2017 until she resigned her post on 26 October 2017. 

While employed at the Hospital, it is alleged that Miss Halva gave untrue information to 

her employer that she had had a horse riding accident, that she sustained injuries and 

that her GP had x-rayed her wrist and signed her off for a week. It is alleged in addition 

that she dishonestly provided false information to explain her absence from work, 

including false GP letters and a false x ray of her hand.  

 

In reaching its decisions on the facts, the panel took into account all the documentary 

evidence in this case.  

 

No evidence or explanation was provided by Miss Halva, other than the letters from her 

legal representative dated 18 January and 25 January 2019. The latter states that: 

“…for the most part she would not seek to say that she was not dishonest”, but also that 

“my client cannot make full admissions in relation to the dishonesty”. The panel 

therefore proceeded on the basis that there are no formal admissions.  

 

 

The panel considered each charge and made the following findings: 
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Charge 1: 

 

That you, whilst working as a registered nurse at Spire Bushy Hospital: 

 

1. On or about 31 July 2017, informed your employer that; 

a. you had an accident at a horse riding school and/or during a horse riding 

lesson 

b. as a result of the accident in 1(a), you injured your back, neck and wrist 

c. your GP assessed you 

d. your GP x-rayed your wrist 

e. your GP signed you off work for a week 

f. your GP advised you that your wrist was not fractured but needed to be 

rested 

 

This charge is found proved in its entirety. 

 

In her witness statement, Ms 1 makes clear that Miss Halva was working as a 

registered nurse at the Hospital. 

 

With regard to Particular 1a) – f), the panel read Ms 1’s witness statement which states 

that on 31 July 2017, a team member took a phone call from Miss Halva who stated that 

she had had an accident in a horse-riding lesson, and had injured her back, neck and 

wrist. Miss Halva was said to have further stated that a GP had taken an x-ray and 

signed her off for a week. She also said there was no fracture, but that the wrist needed 

to be rested. Ms 1 confirms that this message from Miss Halva was relayed to her 

personally.  

 

The panel took into account that this part of the evidence was received by a colleague 

and that such evidence is hearsay from a member of staff who has not made a signed 

witness statement. The allegation made by the hearsay witness was put to Miss Halva 
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during her return to work interview on 22 August 2017. She accepted that she had 

made the telephone call and reported her accident and injuries. Ms 1 made a 

handwritten record of the interview. This was attached to the return to work form which 

was signed by Miss Halva at the end of the interview. She subsequently referred to the 

accident on a number of occasions, including her resignation letter, dated 26 October 

2017 in which she referred to the fall, the injury to her hand and back, seeing her GP 

and providing a sick note. 

 

On the basis of Ms 1’s witness statement and the other evidence of further meetings 

with Ms 1 which show that matters in charge 1 were put to Miss Halva and that she 

confirmed that she had said them, the panel found charge 1 proved in its entirety.  

 

Charge 2: 

 

2. Your conduct in charge 1 was dishonest in that you knew this information was 

not true and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

The panel decided to consider this charge after it had considered the remaining 

charges, because the remaining charges were based on several items of evidence 

which were relevant to charge 2. In making this decision about its approach, the panel 

was very clear that it must consider each charge separately, and that a finding that one 

or more charges of dishonesty is proved should not necessarily lead to a finding of 

dishonesty in another charge.  

 

Charge 3: 

 

3. Between 22 August and 31 August 2017; 

a. provided a letter from Doctor Zenon Andreou dated 31 July 2017 which 

was false 

b. forged and/or copied the signature in the letter at charge 3(a) 

c. provided an undated list of prescribed medication letter 
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d. forged and/or copied the signature in the letter at charge 3(c) 

 

This charge is found proved in its entirety.  

 

The panel had regard to the two letters in question dated 31 July 2017 which, according 

to Ms 1, were submitted by Miss Halva in the week following the return to work  

interview which took place on 22 August 2017. 

 

Dr 3 confirms in his witness statement that he worked at “the North London Private GP” 

Clinic (the Clinic) between November 2016 and January 2017, and that it closed for 

business on 31 January 2017 and remains closed. Both letters set out the name of the 

Clinic at their head.  

 

Dr 3 in his witness statement clearly confirms that he has not seen these letters before, 

and that he did not sign them. Dr 3 also confirms that he believes he may have met 

Miss Halva previously as a patient in his capacity as a GP at “the North London Private 

GP” Clinic, and as a result provided her with correspondence bearing his signature and 

GMC number. He also confirms that he did not assess Miss Halva on 31 July 2017. 

 

The panel also took account of Ms 1’s evidence that having received the two letters 

purportedly from Dr 3, she searched for the Clinic on Google but discovered that it was 

closed. Her attempts to contact the Clinic by telephone were unsuccessful, receiving a 

recorded message that it was closed. When these matters were put to Miss Halva, she 

referred to various reasons why Ms 1 was unable to contact Dr 3 which the panel did 

not find credible.  

 

In light of the evidence of Ms 1 and 3, the panel found charge 3a) – d) proved.  

 

Charge 4  
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4. Your conduct in charge 3 was dishonest in that you knew the letters and 

signatures were false and deliberately sought to mislead your employer into 

believing that they were genuine 

 

This charge is found proved. 

 

The panel took into account its reasons for its findings in relation to charge 3 a)-d) and 

decided that on the balance of probabilities, Miss Halva knew that the letters were false. 

Having forged or copied Dr 3’s signatures, the panel found she had the intention of 

misleading her employer into believing they were genuine. These were deliberate acts, 

and the panel could find no other possible explanation for her actions. The panel found 

on the balance of probabilities that such actions were dishonest by the standards of 

ordinary decent people.  

 

The panel therefore found this charge proved.  

 

Charge 5 

 

5. On or around the beginning of September 2017, advised your employers that 

your GP and/or GP surgery had informed you the x-ray machine was broken. 

 

This charge is found proved. 

 

The panel took into account the witness statement of Ms 1 which states that having 

found information that the Clinic was closed, she kept asking Miss Halva for the x-rays. 

Ms 1 states that Miss Halva informed her at the beginning of September 2017 that she 

had been told by Dr 3 that the x-ray machine was broken.  

 

In her recorded responses to Ms 1 about this issue, Miss Halva does not deny that she 

said the x-ray machine was broken.  
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The panel therefore found this charge proved. 

 

Charge 6 

 

6. Your conduct in charge 5 was dishonest in that you knew you had not spoken to 

anyone at the surgery and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

This charge is found proved. 

 

The panel took into account Dr 3’s witness statement which clearly states that at the 

time in question the Clinic was closed, and in any event did not have x-ray facilities nor 

did he as a GP take x-rays.  

 

In her recorded responses to Ms 1 about this issue on 6 September, as stated in Ms 1’s 

notes, Miss Halva’s continued assertion that the x-ray machine was broken, did not 

address the issue that the Clinic was closed at the material time. In light of the evidence 

of its closure and the absence of x-ray facilities, the panel found that she knew she had 

not spoken to anyone at the surgery and was deliberately seeking to mislead her 

employer.  The panel found on the balance of probabilities that such actions were 

dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people.  

 

The panel therefore found this charge proved.  

 

Charge 7 

 

7. On an unknown date in September 2017, provided to your employers an x-ray 

with the words ‘for entertainment purposes only.’ 

 

 

This charge is found proved. 
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Ms 1 in her witness statement states that in September 2017, Miss Halva submitted an 

x-ray purporting to be of her hand. Ms 2 in her witness statement states that she 

examined the x-ray and saw the words “for entertainment purposes only” at the bottom 

of the x-ray. Ms 1 also saw the words at the bottom of the x-ray. 

 

When Ms 1 put to Miss Halva that the x-ray had these words printed on it in a meeting 

on 9 October 2017, she is recorded as saying “Oh my god, can I resign – can I hand my 

notice in”. She did not deny that those words were present on the x-ray. 

 

The panel therefore found this charge proved.  

 

Charge 8 

 

8. Your conduct in charge 7 was dishonest in that you knew the x-ray was not an x-

ray of your hand and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

This charge is found proved. 

 

The panel took account of the witness statement of Ms 2 who confirmed that the image 

was not digital, while all x-rays have become digital, and observed that the Hospital had 

used digital images for the last ten years. She noticed that the texture of the film was 

flimsy, while old x-rays were on firm film. She also noticed that there were white dots 

copied onto the film, while genuine x-rays have dots which are comprised of small 

holes. She concluded, as a qualified radiographer, that the x-ray was not genuine.  

 

The panel took into account the evidence referred to above in respect of charge 7, as 

well as the evidence of Ms 2.  Miss Halva’s response to Ms 1 when faced with the 

words “for entertainment purposes only” on the x-ray were indicative of her knowing that 

she was in an untenable position.  
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For the reasons set out above, the panel found that Miss Halva knew the x-ray was not 

of her hand, she knew that it was not genuine, and that she sought to mislead her 

employer that it was of her hand. The panel found on the balance of probabilities that 

such actions were dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people.  

The panel therefore found this charge proved.  

 

Charge 2  

 

2. Your conduct in charge 1 was dishonest in that you knew this information was 

not true and deliberately sought to mislead your employer 

 

This charge is found proved.  

 

The panel, in accordance with the approach which it set out earlier, next considered 

charge 2.  

 

The panel considered charge 2 in respect of 1a) and 1b). The NMC’s case is that Miss 

Halva did not have a horse-riding accident, that she did not sustain the injuries set out in 

charge 1b) as a result, and therefore when she informed her employer of these matters, 

she was dishonest. The panel took into account that the NMC has not provided any 

positive evidence that Miss Halva did not have a horse riding accident or did not sustain 

the injuries as a result. The panel was also aware that the burden of proof is on the 

NMC. However, the panel also took into account Miss Halva’s explanations in respect of 

matters discussed with her by Ms 1, as set out above, and the evidence of the steps 

she took to mislead her employer. 

 

The panel also took account of the provision, by Miss Halva, of evidence regarding her 

travel arrangements to Spain, on 27 July 2017, noting that there was no evidence of her 

return date. In addition it considered the statement of Ms 1 regarding the international 

dial tone heard when she attempted to call Miss Halva on or after 31 July. 
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Taking careful account of Miss Halva’s lack of credibility in these matters and the steps 

she took to mislead her employer, the panel found, on the balance of probabilities, that 

she did not have a horse-riding accident or sustain back, neck and wrist injuries as a 

result. The panel was satisfied that she knew the representations she made about her 

accident and injuries were not true and deliberately sought to mislead.  The panel found 

that such actions were dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people.  

 

In respect of charge 1 c)–f), the panel took into account that Miss Halva had dishonestly 

provided false documentation purportedly from her GP, as well as dishonestly providing 

an x-ray seeking to mislead her employer that it was of her hand. As a result, on the 

balance of probabilities, when Miss Halva informed her employer of the matters set out 

in charge 1c)–f), she knew that none of them were true. The panel therefore found that 

she was deliberately seeking to mislead her employer. 

 

The panel found on the balance of probabilities that such action in respect of all matters 

referred to in charge 1, was dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people.  

 

The panel therefore found this charge proved.  

 

Decision on misconduct  

 

The panel then moved on to consider whether the facts found proved amount to 

misconduct and, if so, whether Miss Halva’s fitness to practise is currently impaired. 

There is no statutory definition of fitness to practise. However, the NMC has defined 

fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register unrestricted.  

 

The panel adopted a two-stage process in its consideration, as advised. First, the panel 

must determine whether the facts found proved amount to misconduct. Secondly, only if 

the facts found proved amount to misconduct, the panel must decide whether, in all the 

circumstances, Miss Halva’s fitness to practise is currently impaired as a result of that 

misconduct.  
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When determining whether the facts found proved amount to misconduct, the panel had 

regard to the terms of The Code: Professional standards of practice and behaviour for 

nurses and midwives (2015) (the Code). 

 

The panel has accepted the advice of the legal assessor which included reference 

Roylance v General Medical Council (No 2) [2000] 1 A.C. 311.  

 

The panel, in reaching its decision, had regard to the public interest and accepted that 

there was no burden or standard of proof at this stage and exercised its own 

professional judgement. 

 

The panel was of the view that Miss Halva’s actions did fall significantly short of the 

standards expected of a registered nurse, and that your actions amounted to a breach 

of the 2015 Nursing and Midwifery Council’s Code of Conduct. Specifically: 

 

20 Uphold the reputation of your profession at all times 

 

20.1 keep and uphold the standards and values set out in the code 

20.2 act with honesty and integrity at all times… 

 

The panel appreciated that breaches of the Code do not automatically result in a finding 

of misconduct. There were repeated acts of dishonesty over a period of time, which 

included falsifying a GP letter which attested to her not being fit to work, as well as 

submitting a false x-ray of her hand. Miss Halva dishonestly tried to mislead her 

employer that she had legitimate reasons for being absent from work. Her dishonesty 

continued, despite being given a number of opportunities to be honest when questions 

were asked of her in meetings with Ms 1. The panel was satisfied that each of the 

charges proved fell seriously short of the standards expected of Miss Halva as a 

registered nurse, and found that all of her actions found proved constituted misconduct.  
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Decision on impairment 

 

The panel next went on to decide if, as a result of this misconduct, Miss Halva’s fitness 

to practise is currently impaired.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor who referred to Council for 

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

EWHC 927 (Admin). 

 

Nurses occupy a position of privilege and trust in society and are expected at all times 

to be professional. Patients and their families must be able to trust nurses with their 

lives and the lives of their loved ones. To justify that trust, nurses must be honest and 

open and act with integrity. They must make sure that their conduct at all times justifies 

both their patients’ and the public’s trust in the profession. 

 

The panel took into account Miss Halva’s responses when questions were put to her by 

Ms 1, as well as an undated letter to her employer, her letter of resignation dated 26 

October 2017, and letters submitted on her behalf by her legal representative. The 

panel took into account that, on 12 August 2017, Miss Halva reported to the police a 

serious criminal offence against her, and that this was a difficult personal matter to deal 

with at the time her employer was investigating matters related to the charges before 

the panel. However, the panel was unable to find any evidence of insight into the 

matters which the panel has found proved or any reflection or attempts to understand 

why she acted in those ways. In her undated letter and her resignation letter, Miss 

Halva sought to deflect attention onto her difficult personal circumstances, as well as 

place blame on colleagues. The panel was of the view that this did not address the 

matters found proved. While the letter from her legal representative expresses her 

“regret”, it is focused on her need to deal with the oncoming trial relating to the criminal 

offence which she reported. The panel has sympathy for her difficult personal 

circumstances, however, as well as a lack of evidence of insight, there is a lack of 

evidence of attempts to take practical steps to remediate or resolve the misconduct. The 
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panel also noted that the events before the panel occurred before those difficulties 

arose and had no part to play in her misconduct. 

 

In this regard 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, in paragraph 74 she said: 

 

In determining whether a practitioner’s fitness to practise is impaired by 

reason of misconduct, the relevant panel should generally consider not 

only whether the practitioner continues to present a risk to members of the 

public in his or her current role, but also whether the need to uphold 

proper professional standards and public confidence in the profession 

would be undermined if a finding of impairment were not made in the 

particular circumstances.  

 

Mrs Justice Cox went on to say in Paragraph 76: 

 

I would also add the following observations in this case having heard 

submissions, principally from Ms McDonald, as to the helpful and 

comprehensive approach to determining this issue formulated by 

Dame Janet Smith in her Fifth Report from Shipman, referred to above. 

At paragraph 25.67 she identified the following as an appropriate test for 

panels considering impairment of a doctor’s fitness to practise, but in my 

view the test would be equally applicable to other practitioners governed 

by different regulatory schemes. 

 

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: 
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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. 

 

The panel finds that that there is no evidence that Miss Halva put patients at 

unwarranted risk of harm, nor is there any evidence that she is liable to do so in the 

future. However, the panel decided that she had brought the nursing profession into 

disrepute, that she had breached a fundamental tenet of the profession, and had acted 

dishonestly in the past. In the absence of any evidence of insight or remediation, and in 

light of the repeated dishonesty, despite having been given opportunities by her 

employer in meetings to tell the truth, the panel was of the view that she was liable to 

act in these ways in the future.  

 

The panel took into account the wider public interest. The panel was satisfied that Miss 

Halva’s serious misconduct struck at the heart of the honesty required of a nurse. The 

panel took into account that the wider public interest includes promoting and 

maintaining public confidence in the nursing and midwifery professions and upholding 

the proper professional standards for members of those professions. In light of the 

repeated dishonesty, which included the forgery of documents and the presentation of a 

fictitious x-ray, the lack of evidence for insight and remediation, and the risk of 

repetition, the panel was of the view that the need to uphold proper professional 

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

finding of impairment were not made in the circumstances.  
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Having regard to all of the above, the panel was satisfied that Miss Halva’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. 

 

Determination on sanction:  

 

The panel has considered this case very carefully and has decided to make a striking-

off order. The effect of this order is that the NMC register will show that Miss Halva has 

been struck-off the register. 

 

In reaching this decision, the panel has had regard to all the evidence that has been 

adduced in this case. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. The panel 

has borne in mind that any sanction imposed must be appropriate and proportionate 

and, although not intended to be punitive in its effect, may have such consequences. 

The panel had careful regard to the Sanctions Guidance (“SG”) published by the NMC. 

It recognised that the decision on sanction is a matter for the panel, exercising its own 

independent judgement.  

 

The panel was of the view that the following were aggravating factors: 

 

i. repeated and sustained dishonesty over a period of several months 

ii. dishonesty for personal gain in that she was paid whilst absent 

 

The panel was of the view that the following was a mitigating factor: 

 

i. The difficult personal circumstances following the report of a criminal offence 

committed against Miss Halva, in mid-August 2017, which is still awaiting a trial.  

 

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

inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case. The panel decided that it would be 

neither proportionate nor uphold the wider public interest to take no further action. 
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Next, in considering whether a caution order would be appropriate in the circumstances, 

the panel took into account the 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 Miss Halva’s misconduct was 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 Miss Halva’s 

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

any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable. The panel 

took into account the SG. The panel is of the view that there are no practical or 

workable conditions that could be formulated, given the nature of the repeated 

dishonesty. The misconduct identified in this case was not something that can be 

addressed through retraining. 

 

The panel then went on to consider whether a suspension order would be an 

appropriate sanction. The SG indicates that a suspension order would be appropriate 

where (but not limited to): 

 

i. a single instance of misconduct but where a lesser sanction is not sufficient 

ii. no evidence of harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problems 

iii. no evidence of repetition of behaviour since the incident 

iv. the Committee is satisfied that the nurse or midwife has insight and does not 

pose a significant risk of repeating behaviour 

 

Miss Halva’s acts indicate a pattern of dishonesty. There is no evidence of insight, and 

there is a risk of repetition of the behaviour. She gained personally as a result of her 

dishonesty by being paid whilst absent on “sick leave”.  The panel is satisfied that there 
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is a deep-seated attitudinal issue arising out of her repeated dishonesty, as evidenced 

by her deliberate and calculated falsification of medical documentation. The panel was 

of the view that in all the information before it, she has failed to give a comprehensive 

explanation for her misconduct. The panel took into account her current difficult 

personal circumstances, however was of the view that the lack of evidence of insight 

and remediation indicated that she was either unwilling or unable to address her 

misconduct. The conduct, as highlighted by the facts found proved, was a significant 

departure from the standards expected of a registered nurse.  

 

In looking at a striking off order, the panel took note of the following from the SG: 

 

i. do the regulatory concerns about the nurse or midwife raise fundamental 

questions about their professionalism? 

ii. Can public confidence in nurses and midwifes be maintained if the nurse or 

midwife is not removed from the register? 

iii. Is striking-off the only sanction which will be sufficient to protect patients, 

members of the public, or maintain professional standards? 

 

The panel took into account the lack of evidence of remediation and insight, and the risk 

of repetition.  The panel was of the view that Miss Halva’s deliberate, repeated and 

calculated dishonesty struck at the heart of the nursing profession and was 

fundamentally incompatible with being a registered professional.  

 

Balancing all of these factors, the panel has determined that a suspension order would 

not be an appropriate or proportionate sanction. The panel was of the view that the 

dishonesty in this case was serious in that it was premeditated, it was carried out for 

material gain and that it was deliberately covered up. The panel had no doubt that to 

allow Miss Halva to remain on the register would undermine public confidence in the 

profession and in the NMC as a regulatory body. 
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Balancing all of these factors and after taking into account all the evidence before it 

during this case, the panel determined that the appropriate and proportionate sanction 

is that of a striking-off order. Having regard to the matters it identified, in particular the 

effect of Miss Halva’s  actions in bringing the profession into disrepute by adversely 

affecting the public’s view of how a registered nurse should conduct herself, the panel 

has concluded that nothing short of this would be sufficient in this case.  

 

The panel recognised that it must take into account the principle of proportionality and 

balance the impact on Miss Halva with the need to uphold the public interest. The panel 

was satisfied that the need to uphold the public interest outweighed Miss Halva’s 

interests in this regard. 

 

The panel considered that this order was necessary to mark the importance of 

maintaining public confidence in the profession, and to send to the public and the 

profession a clear message about the standard of behaviour required of a registered 

nurse. 

 

The panel therefore decided to impose a striking-off order.  

 

Determination on interim order 

 

The panel took into account its previous findings in respect of impairment and sanction 

and the need to uphold the public interest.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

The panel was satisfied that an interim suspension order is 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 would be incompatible with its earlier findings. 
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The panel was mindful of the need to act proportionately, however it was satisfied that 

the need to uphold the public interest justified 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 no appeal is made, then the interim order will be replaced by the striking-off order 28 

days after Miss Halva is served the decision of this hearing in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 


