
   

Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

 
4 March 2020 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, Temple Court, 13a Cathedral Road, Cardiff, CF11 9HA 
 

Name of registrant: Clipea Alexandru Gheorghe [referred to as Mr 
Clipea in this determination] 

 
NMC PIN:  15L0684C 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub part 1 
 Adult nursing – December 2015 
 
Area of Registered Address: Romania 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: Debbie Hill (Chair – Lay member) 

Allison Hume (Registrant member) 
Sarah Tozzi (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Charles Parsley  
 
Panel Secretary: Vicky Green 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order (6 months) 
  
Outcome: Striking off order to come into effect at the end 

of 13 April 2020 in accordance with Article 30 
(1) 



   

Decision on Service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel has considered all the information provided and accepted the advice of the 

legal assessor. 

 

A notice informing Mr Clipea of the NMC’s intention to review his case was posted to his 

registered address via recorded delivery and first class post on 30 January 2020.  That 

notice stated that if Mr Clipea wanted this review to take place by way of hearing rather 

than a meeting, to respond by 2 March 2020. No response has been received by Mr 

Clipea.   

 

The panel was therefore satisfied that, in accordance with Rules 11A and 34 of the 

NMC Fitness to Practise Rules 2004, notice of this meeting has been served effectively. 

 

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 13 April 2020 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 13 June 2018. At the first review on 12 

October 2018 the panel decided to extend the suspension order for a further period of 

12 months. The last reviewing panel decided to impose a suspension order for a period 

of 6 months. The current order is due to expire at the end of 13 April 2020. 

 

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, a Registered Nurse: 

 

1) … 



   

 

2) Failed to cooperate with the NMC’s investigation in that you did not undertake 

an International English Language Testing System (‘IELTS’) assessment 

when requested and/or directed to do so on one or more of the dates set out 

in Schedule 1. 

 

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

your misconduct. 

 
 

SCHEDULE 1 
 

12 June 2017 
24 July 2017 
3 and/or 6 April 2018 

 

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

‘The panel considered whether Mr Clipea’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

The panel noted that Mr Clipea has not provided any new information to this 

panel or any previous reviewing panel since the finding of impairment in June 

2018. In this regard, the panel noted that Mr Clipea was not only sent the notice 

of this meeting by recorded delivery and first class post but was sent the notice 

and a bundle of documentation by two emails on 15 July 2019. Mr Clipea has not 

responded to these communications. 

The panel noted that when the substantive suspension order was made on 13 

June 2018 the original panel stated that any future panel may be assisted by 

evidence of a reflective piece acknowledging and explaining the importance of 

regulation to the public and nursing profession and the responsibilities of a 

registered nurse to comply with regulatory requests; evidence that Mr Clipea has 

cooperated with the NMC if an opportunity occurs; and evidence that Mr Clipea 

has taken steps to keep his clinical practice up to date. At the first review on 12 

October 2018, the reviewing panel stated that any future panel may be assisted 

by a similar reflective piece to that suggested by the original panel; evidence that 

Mr Clipea has cooperated with the NMC where he is required to do so; evidence 



   

that Mr Clipea has taken steps to keep his clinical practice up to date, including 

any work undertaken, for example as a HealthCare Assistant; and up to date 

references and testimonials from any employment paid or unpaid. Mr Clipea has 

provided no information to address the suggestions made by the two previous 

panels.  

The panel has no new information and no evidence of any remorse, insight or 

remediation, consequently Mr Clipea’s fitness to practise remains impaired as he 

remains liable in the future to act so as to put a patient or patients at unwarranted 

risk of harm; remains liable in the future to bring the nursing profession into 

disrepute; and is liable to breach one of the fundamental tenets of the nursing 

profession. In coming to this conclusion, the panel noted that charge 2 

particularises that Mr Clipea failed to cooperate with the NMC and that, since the 

original finding against him in June 2018, he continues not to engage with the 

NMC. 

The panel has 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 in the 

public interest as well as on public protection grounds is necessary. 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mr Clipea’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.’ 

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

‘Having found Mr Clipea’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 the 

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 determined that 

taking no action would be wholly insufficient for the purpose of upholding public 

confidence in the nursing profession and in the NMC as its regulator. The panel 

found that a caution order would be inappropriate for the same reasons.  

The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on Mr Clipea’s 

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

that any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable, relevant and 

workable.  

The panel is of the view that there are no practical or workable conditions that 

could be formulated given that Mr Clipea has not engaged with the NMC. The 

panel noted that Mr Clipea has not provided any new information addressing the 

concerns found in his practice. The panel therefore concluded that the placing of 

conditions on Mr Clipea’s registration would serve no useful purpose and would 

not be in the public interest. 

The panel next considered imposing a suspension order. The panel was of the 

opinion that given the misconduct was easily remediable, a suspension order 

would be most appropriate in these circumstances to allow Mr Clipea adequate 

time to contact the NMC before the next hearing and produce evidence of 

remorse, insight and remediation. 

The panel concluded that a 6 month suspension order would be the appropriate 

length. 

The panel decided that a striking off order would be disproportionate at this time 

and was unnecessary to protect the public and the public interest, having regard 

to the seriousness of his original misconduct, which did not warrant striking off. 



   

In imposing a further suspension order, Mr Clipea should be aware that all 

sanctions are open to the next reviewing panel and this includes the power to 

strike his name from the register.’  

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Mr Clipea’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, namely, the NMC 

bundle.  

 

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 its regulator and to declare and uphold 

proper standards of conduct and performance. 

 

The panel had regard to the charge found proved by the substantive panel in 2018.The 

panel noted that since the substantive hearing, despite recommendations made by 

reviewing panels, Mr Clipea has not provided any evidence of remediation or insight. 

This demonstrates, in the panel’s view, a persistent lack of insight since the substantive 

hearing. The panel noted that Mr Clipea has not engaged with the NMC since January 

2018.  

 

In the absence of any evidence of remediation or insight the panel determined that Mr 

Clipea’s fitness to practise remains impaired on grounds of public protection and public 

interest. 

 



   

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Mr Clipea is 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 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 the 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 determined that taking no action would be wholly 

insufficient for the purpose of upholding public confidence in the nursing profession and 

in the NMC as its regulator. The panel found that a caution order would be inappropriate 

for the same reasons.  

The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on Mr Clipea’s 

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

any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable, relevant and workable.  

The panel is of the view that there are no practical or workable conditions that could be 

formulated given Mr Clipea’s persistent failure to engage with the NMC. The panel 

noted that Mr Clipea has not provided any new information addressing the concerns 

found in his practice. The panel therefore concluded that the placing of conditions on Mr 

Clipea’s registration would serve no useful purpose and would not be in the public 

interest. 

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

Clipea has not provided any evidence of remediation or insight into his misconduct. Mr 

Clipea has had sufficient time to address his misconduct and demonstrate that he is 

capable of safe and effective practice. He appears to have decided to leave the UK and 

return to Romania. Furthermore, his failure to address the concerns about his practice, 

for a period of over 20 months since the substantive hearing, is evidence of a deep 

seated attitudinal problem. Having regard to all of the above, the panel determined that 

a further period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose and indeed would be 



   

contrary to the public interest in that, in the particular circumstances of this case, it 

would be insufficient to sustain public confidence in the profession and the regulatory 

process. 

Mr Clipea has failed to address any of the previous panel’s recommendations as to 

what would be of assistance to any reviewing panel. He has not demonstrated that he 

has insight into his misconduct. He has therefore shown a persistent lack of insight into 

his misconduct, its impact on the profession and has not addressed any of the concerns 

raised by previous panels. The panel is of the view that such lack of engagement, lack 

of professional responsibility and complete absence of insight is fundamentally 

incompatible with being a registered professional. It is for these reasons that the panel 

has concluded that a striking off order is proportionate in the circumstances and is the 

only sanction that would adequately protect the public and serve the public interest. This 

includes maintaining confidence in the regulatory process. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mr Clipea in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 

 


