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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Investigating Committee 

 
Fraudulent/Incorrect Entry Hearing 

 
30 June 2022 

 
Virtual Hearing 

 
 
Name of registrant:   Mr Alexander Robert McMurray 
 

NMC PIN:  14B0390E 
 

Part of the register: Registered Nurse - Adult 
 RN1 – (2014) 
  
 
Type of case: Fraudulent/Incorrect entry 
 

Panel members: Angela Williams (Chair, Lay member) 
Judith Francois (Registrant member) 
Simon Shevlin (Lay member) 

 

Legal Assessor: John Bromley-Davenport QC   
 

Hearings Coordinator: Leigham Malcolm  
 

Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Arthur Lo, NMC Case Presenter 
 

Mr McMurray: Present and unrepresented  
 

Outcome: Registration entry incorrectly made but not 
fraudulently procured 

 

Direction: The panel directs the Registrar amend your entry 
on the register in accordance with Article 26(7) of 
the Order 
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Details of charge 

 

That you…. 

 

1. On your application for revalidation dated 31 August 2020, stated that you had a 

reflective discussion with colleague A on 13 August 2020 when no such reflective 

discussion had taken place. 

 

2. On your application for revalidation dated 31 August 2020, stated that you had 

received confirmation on 13 August 2020 from colleague A when you had not 

received such confirmation. 

 

And thereby an entry on Sub part 1 of the NMC register in the name of Mr Alexander 

Robert McMurray, NMC PIN 14B0390E was fraudulently procured / incorrectly made. 

 

Background 

 

On 7 May 2021 the NMC received a referral from County Durham and Darlington NHS 

Foundation Trust (“the trust”) raising concerns that you did not follow the correct 

revalidation procedure by fraudulently using a colleague’s PIN on your revalidation.  

 

The referral states that you told the trust that you had received numerous emails from the 

NMC reminding you about revalidating and that you responded to one of the emails and 

ended up revalidating.  

 

The referral states that your employment was terminated on 14 December 2020, however 

during your disciplinary hearing, you confirmed that you had revalidated before and were 

aware of the requirement to have a reflective discussion and receive confirmation. 
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The NMC determined that the matter amounts to an allegation of incorrect and/or 

fraudulent entry on the register and that the matter should be referred to the Investigating 

Committee. 

Charges  

 

The charges were put to you and you admitted the facts of charges 1 and 2 in so far as 

you made an incorrect entry on the Register. In responding to the charges you denied 

fraudulently procuring an entry on the Register in respect of each charge. 

 

 

Evidence  

 

The panel heard oral evidence from Ms 1, Theatre Manager at the Trust, under affirmation. 

It also heard oral evidence from you under affirmation.  

 

Ms 1 in her oral evidence confirmed that she had been your line manager from March 

2020 until August 2020 and the working conditions for everyone at that time were difficult 

due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Ms 1 and the rest of her colleagues, including yourself, had 

received some training on the new revalidation electronic system. She recalled that using 

the new system was difficult and lengthy process and that a lot of staff needed support.  

She clarified that she did keep her portfolio available for staff and whilst she could not 

recall sitting down and discussing the revalidation process in detail with you, it would not 

be uncommon for her to talk through the new electronic revalidation process and show her 

portfolio to others as guidance.  

 

You told the panel that your entry onto the register was not fraudulently procured but 

incorrectly made. You explained to the panel that whilst completing your application for 

revalidation dated 31 August 2020 you were under the false understanding that you were 

declaring an intention to obtain confirmation of your reflective discussion with Ms 1.  

 

You told the panel that Ms 1 knew about your revalidation and that Ms 1 had a discussion 

with you about it. You explained to the panel how you had received reminder emails from 

the NMC in respect of your revalidation and, given the urgency to revalidate, you felt you 

were forced to complete the application under duress.  
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You clarified that the Trust’s position was that a line manager should have the reflective 

discussion and the appraisal should be used as part of the submission for revalidation. 

Your second line manager had confirmed this to you. In view of that you had sent a secure 

email to Ms 1 as your ‘confirmer’ which in turn had automatically generated her PIN for you 

to include in your submission. You told the panel that it became common for informal ad-

hoc conversations to take place in lieu of formal scheduled meetings during the pandemic.  

 

You informed the panel that all the other requirements for the revalidation were achieved, 

in that you had worked the required hours, you had undertaken ample CPD hours, and you 

had far more than the required number of reflective pieces. You explained that the Trust 

asked for one of the five feedback pieces to be your annual appraisal and therefore you 

had prepared four feedback pieces in addition to this. 

 

You explained to the panel that albeit you ticked the box on the revalidation form to say 

that you had read the guidance document, you had not. But as soon as you realised that 

your submission on 31 August 2020 was not simply an intention to revalidate but a 

revalidation itself, you emailed the NMC on the 2 September 2020 to flag up your error.  

 

The panel heard about the breakdown of a relationship and your being arrested, as well as 

other challenges in your personal life, which alongside the Covid-19 pandemic, caused 

you a great deal of distress at the time of your application. In particular, you spoke about 

behaviours by your ex-partner and your colleagues at the Trust which caused you to feel 

bullied and which, you felt, were not addressed by HR or your manager.  

 

You told the panel that with the benefit of hindsight you would have left the Trust and 

undertaken your revalidation whilst working for an alternative employer. You told the panel 

that you find nursing fulfilling, you have practised since registration without issue, and you 

want to continue in your chosen vocation.  

 

Mr Lo submitted that, in the circumstances of your case, your entry on the register should 

be removed in accordance with Article 26(7) of the Order. 
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Decision and reasons on the facts 

 

Before making any findings on the facts, the panel heard and accepted the advice of the 

legal assessor. The panel carefully considered all the documentary evidence provided by 

the NMC and yourself, the oral evidence of both you and Ms 1 as well as the submissions 

from you and Mr Lo. 

 

The panel considered the evidence of Ms 1 to be helpful in providing context of the 

working environment making specific reference to staff shortages, a focus on Covid-19, 

and the period of crisis that her team were trying to manage. The panel was of the view 

that some of the detail in Ms 1’s responses were unspecific and on balance supported 

your account of the situation at the time. From the oral evidence of both you and Ms 1, it 

was clear to the panel that you both had a good working relationship and that some form 

of revalidation discussion took place, even if you and Ms 1 had different understandings of 

how the process worked at that time.  

 

The panel noted that you completed all of the requirements for revalidation. It also noted 

that you were honest and disclosed within your application that you had recently been 

arrested. It reached the view that you had nothing to gain by being dishonest about an 

administrative element of your revalidation application.  

 

The panel considered your oral evidence to be consistent. It bore in mind that you are of 

good character and, in the circumstances of your case, the panel determined that your 

entry onto the register was not fraudulently procured. The panel was satisfied that your 

state of mind was not dishonest, but resulted from a misunderstanding, and that you had 

no intention to mislead the NMC. It determined that you made a genuine error, which 

resulted in your entry on the register being incorrectly made, as you admitted at the outset 

of these proceedings.  
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Decision and reasons on direction 

 

Having determined that your entry on the NMC register was incorrectly made the panel 

then decided what direction, if any, to make under Article 26 (7) of the Nursing and 

Midwifery Order (2001) (the Order).  

Article 26(7) of the Order states: 

‘...If the Investigating Committee is satisfied that an entry in the register 

has been fraudulently procured or incorrectly made, it may make an order 

that the Registrar remove or amend the entry and shall notify the person 

concerned of his right of appeal under article 38.”   

 

Mr Lo referred the panel to the NMC’s guidance on incorrect entries to the register. He 

submitted that following the panel’s findings of fact, the panel have the power to take no 

action, order the Registrar to amend the entry or to remove the entry from the Register.  

 

In view of the panel’s finding that your entry was incorrectly made he, invited the panel to 

remove your entry from the register. He submitted that the incorrect entry was substantial, 

and not trivial, and that removal was the appropriate course of action as you may reapply 

immediately after being removed.  

 

You accepted that your error may have adversely impacted the reputation of the nursing 

profession. Given that it was a genuine error you invited the panel to amend the entry. You 

informed the panel that in October 2020 a colleague in your new place of work, who is also 

a registered nurse Mr 2 has in fact checked over all your revalidation submission and was 

more than happy to act as your confirmed. Yourself and Mr 2 had been liaising with the 

NMC who were aware of Mr 2’s support.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor and bore in mind its overarching duty, 

namely the protection of the public, and its duty to address and satisfy the public interest. 



  Page 7 of 7 

The panel was mindful that upholding the integrity of the register plays a fundamental role 

in maintaining public confidence in the nursing profession and the NMC as regulator.  

 

The panel noted that the issue with your revalidation application relates solely to the 

‘confirmer’ and linked reflective discussion/ confirmation dates and is therefore more than 

trivial or immaterial and must be corrected. They took count that your colleague Mr 2 has 

already provided the NMC with information to indicate that he is prepared to act as your 

‘confirmer’ in respect of your revalidation application. The NMC is in position of this 

information and the panel was of the view that the best course of action would be to 

amend your entry in respect of your new confirmer. It considered that this amendment 

would maintain the integrity of the register whilst allowing you to continue practising as a 

registered nurse, as well as uphold the NMC’s values of fairness and collaboration.  

 

Accordingly, the panel directs the Registrar amend your entry on the register in 

accordance with Article 26(7) of the Order. 

 

The panel considered if an interim order was necessary to protect the public, was 

otherwise in the public interest or in your own interests but determined that this was not 

required or relevant in the circumstances. 

  

You will be notified of the panel’s decision in writing.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 


