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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

 
18 March 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Sorina Radu 
 
NMC PIN:  15G0992C 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub part 1 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Caution 
 
Panel Members: Tim Skelton (Chair, lay member) 

Anne Asher (Registrant member) 
Seamus Magee (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: John Donnelly 
 
Panel Secretary: Kathleen Picketts 
 
 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (6 months) 
  
Outcome: Striking off order to come into effect at the end 

of 2 May 2019 in accordance with Article 30 
(1).  
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Service of Notice of Meeting 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Ms Radu was not in attendance, 

nor was she represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this meeting was sent to Ms Radu on 8 

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

 

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).  

 

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 2 May 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 3 January 2018 for 9 months. This order was reviewed on 28 

September 2018 and extended for a period of 6 months. The current order is due to 

expire at the end of 2 May 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 was 

as follows: 

 
That you, a registered nurse,  
 
1) On 26 April 2017, received a caution for theft, contrary to s1 and 7 of the Theft 
Act 1968.  

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

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

 

The panel noted the finding of the previous panel that all four limbs of the test set 

out in the case of Grant were engaged, namely that Ms Radu has in the past 

and/or was liable in the future to act in such a way as to: 

 

- Put a patient or patients at unwarranted risk of harm; 

- Bring the profession into disrepute; 

- Breach one of the fundamental tenets of the profession; and/or 

- Act dishonestly  

 

The panel also noted that the previous panel was of the view that Ms Radu had 

demonstrated limited insight into the incidents giving rise to the criminal caution 

and was concerned that she had not fully appreciated the impact of her personal 

conduct on the wider public interest and upon confidence in her profession.  

 

In relation to the dishonesty, the previous panel also found that dishonesty can 

be hard to remediate in the nursing profession and the panel had no information 

at that time to suggest that Ms Radu would not behave in a similar way in the 

future.  

 

On the basis of the concerns expressed by the previous panel, as outlined 

above, Ms Radu was encouraged by the previous panel to: 

 

- Provide the next panel with a reflective piece, demonstrating Ms Radu’s 

insight into the potential impact of her actions on patients, colleagues, her 

employer and the reputation of the nursing profession  

- Provide up to date references and testimonials from any employment, paid 

or unpaid, commenting in particular on Ms Radu’s character and probity 

- Provide details of any relevant work that Ms Radu had undertaken since 

her dismissal from the Home 
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This panel was disappointed to note that, despite the recommendations made by 

the previous panel, no information had been provided by Ms Radu since the date 

of the last hearing. The panel has not been presented with any information of Ms 

Radu’s current professional or personal circumstances and, furthermore, she had 

not been in contact with the NMC in relation to the substantive order review. 

There was therefore no clear evidence before the reviewing panel that Ms Radu 

has remediated her misconduct or that the misconduct which led to her police 

caution was unlikely to be repeated.  

 

The panel agreed with the previous panel for the reasons it set out that the 

charges found proved are serious and that the four limbs in the case of Grant 

had been engaged. It was the reviewing panel’s view that with the absence of 

any further evidence of remediation and insight, there remained a possibility of 

the misconduct being repeated.  

 

The panel therefore decided that a finding of continuing impairment is necessary 

on the grounds of public protection. Furthermore, the panel had borne in mind 

that its primary function is 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 all of the aforementioned reasons, the panel was satisfied that Ms Radu’s 

fitness to practise is currently impaired.  

 

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

 

The panel had regard to the list of mitigating and aggravating factors identified by 

the previous panel and noted that panel’s findings. Also, in light of the 

subsequent lack of engagement by Ms Radu, the panel considered that there 

was no basis to depart from the previous panel’s findings.  

Against that background, the panel first considered whether to take no action but 

concluded that this would be inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition 
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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 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 impose a caution order. 

The panel next considered the imposition of a conditions of practice order. The 

panel was not satisfied that the imposition of a conditions of practice order is 

sufficient to protect patients and the wider public interest. Due to Ms Radu’s 

apparent lack of engagement with the NMC, the panel could not be satisfied that 

any workable conditions could be formulated. In addition, in light of the nature of 

the police caution, unrelated to her clinical practice, the panel was of the view 

that conditions of practice were inappropriate. Finally, the panel was of the view 

that no condition could address Ms Radu’s dishonesty.  

The panel next considered a suspension order and determined that a further 

period of suspension is the only appropriate sanction which would both protect 

the public and satisfy the wider public interest. Accordingly, the panel determined 

to impose a suspension order for the period of 6 months.  

 

The panel did consider whether a striking off order was appropriate but 

determined that, this being the first review of Ms Radu’s order, such an order was 

disproportionate in light of the single incident of dishonesty around the context of 

the imposition of the caution. The panel also considered that a further period of 

suspension would enable Ms Radu to engage with the NMC and demonstrate 

that she has reflected on her misconduct and the seriousness of it and enable 

her to provide evidence of remorse, remediation and insight to any future 

reviewing panel. However, Ms Radu should be aware that a persistent lack of 

remediation or persistent lack of insight into the seriousness of her actions or 

consequences of her actions may lead a future panel to a different conclusion. 
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The panel determined that this order will come into effect at the end of the expiry 

of the current order in accordance with Article 30(1).  

 

Before the end of the period of suspension, another panel will review the order. 

 

Any future panel reviewing this case would be assisted by the suggestions of the 

previous panel which were the following: 

 

 A reflective piece of writing by Ms Radu, demonstrating insight into the 

potential impact of her actions on patients, colleagues, her employer and 

the reputation of the nursing profession. 

 Details of any relevant work, whether voluntary or paid and whether or not 

in a healthcare setting, that Ms Radu has undertaken since her dismissal 

from the Home. 

 Up-to-date references and testimonials, including from any relevant paid 

or voluntary work, commenting in particular on Ms Radu’s character and 

probity.  

 

Any evidence of any contact between the NMC and Ms Radu, either by 

telephone or written communication, would also be of assistance to a future 

reviewing panel.  

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

This panel has considered carefully whether Ms Radu’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 

bundle which contained the substantive panel’s determination. 
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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 Ms Radu’s fitness to practise remains impaired. It was 

mindful of the previous reviewing panel’s findings on impairment, specifically that she 

had demonstrated limited insight into the incidents giving rise to the criminal caution and 

was concerned that Ms Radu had not fully appreciated the impact of her personal 

conduct on the wider public interest and upon confidence in the profession. Ms Radu 

has not engaged with the NMC since the substantive hearing and has not provided any 

information in respect of the recommendations of the previous panels. As a result, this 

panel has no new information to demonstrate that she has developed any insight or 

remediation into her dishonesty, and the panel was not satisfied that the incidents giving 

rise to the criminal caution would not be repeated.  

 

The panel has 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 both grounds of public protection 

and public interest is required. 

 

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

 

Determination on sanction 

Having found Ms Radu’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 30 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, or impose a caution order, but 

concluded that this would be inappropriate in view of the serious nature of the charges 
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found proved, and Ms Radu’s persistent lack of engagement with her regulator. The 

panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public interest to take no 

further action or impose a caution order. 

The panel next considered imposing a conditions of practice order. It noted that no 

concerns had been raised in respect of Ms Radu’s clinical practice. Furthermore, the 

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

workable. Given Ms Radu’s complete lack of engagement since the substantive 

hearing, the panel had no information to suggest that she would comply with a 

conditions of practice order. The panel therefore decided that it could not formulate 

workable or practicable conditions of practice.  

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

had no evidence before it to demonstrate that Ms Radu has remediated her practice, or 

that she had complied with any of the recommendations that the previous panels had 

set out as matters that would assist this panel. Furthermore, Ms Radu has not provided 

any evidence that would give the panel confidence that she had developed insight or 

appreciated the impact of her dishonesty on the Trust and nursing profession. Given the 

previous periods of suspension, the panel was of the view that Ms Radu has been given 

the opportunity to address the issues raised by previous panels, which she has not 

done. The panel was therefore not satisfied that a further period of suspension would 

result in Ms Radu’s engagement.  

The panel was mindful of the previous reviewing panel’s consideration as to whether a 

striking off order was appropriate at that time. However, it considered such an order to 

be disproportionate. This panel was of the view that, since the previous review meeting, 

Ms Radu has demonstrated a persistent lack of remediation and insight. Bearing in 

mind Ms Radu’s duty to cooperate with her regulator, and the amount of time given 

previously to her to reflect on her practice and engage with the NMC, the panel decided 

that a further period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose in all of the 

circumstances. 

The panel decided that it was necessary to take action to prevent Ms Radu 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. 
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The panel was mindful of the fact that a striking-off order meant that Ms Radu could not 

apply for restoration to the register until a period of 5 years had lapsed, but it considered 

her non-engagement and her consistent lack of insight meant it was proportionate to 

strike her off in these circumstances.  

 

This decision will be confirmed to Ms Radu in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 


