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Decision and reasons on service of Notice of Meeting

At the outset of the meeting, the panel noted that the Notice of Meeting had been sent to
Miss Oyella’s last known address, which was confirmed to the NMC on 30 April 2025, by
recorded delivery and by first class post on 29 October 2025.

The panel had regard to the Royal Mail ‘Track and trace’ printout which showed the Notice
of Hearing was delivered to Miss Oyella’s last known address on 30 October 2025. It was
signed for against the printed name of ‘[PRIVATE].

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.

The panel took into account that the Notice of Meeting provided details of the allegation. It
advised Miss Oyella that a panel of the Fitness to Practise Committee at a Notice of
Referral Meeting on 31 July 2025 had decided to refer this matter to a substantive
meeting. The Notice of Meeting indicated that the substantive meeting would be held on or
after 3 December 2025.

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Miss Oyella has
been served with notice of this meeting in accordance with the requirements of Rules 11A
and 34 of the ‘Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004’, as
amended (the Rules).
Details of charge
That you, a registered nurse;

1. On 20 December 2023, at the Central Criminal Court, were convicted of the offence

of ‘Arrange availability of property for purposes of terrorism’ contrary to section 17

of the Terrorism Act 2000

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

conviction.
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Background

Miss Oyella was admitted to the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC) register as a
Registered Mental Health Nurse on 29 August 2005.

Miss Oyella was convicted on 20 December 2023 of the offence of ‘Arrange availability of

property for purposes of terrorism’ contrary to section 17 of the Terrorism Act 2000.

In his sentencing remarks, the judge described the background to the criminal offence. He
noted that in September 2014, Person 1, [PRIVATE], left home and headed to Syria. He
was [PRIVATE] and had succumbed to the violent extremist mindset promoted by ISIS
and other terrorist groups and had decided to take up arms in support of the then recently

declared Islamic State in the Syria/lraq region.

The judge further stated that the evidence revealed that by 2016, Person 1 was short of
personal funds and was appealing for money to be sent to him and that [PRIVATE] were
sympathetic not to his cause but to his plight. It was apparent that the following year
(2017), Miss Oyella became involved in this situation and played an active part in trying to
send money out to Person 1 via a somewhat complicated funding arrangement which
would entail the transfer of comparatively small sums of money from London to Uganda
which were then forwarded on to third party accounts in the Middle East and then
ultimately to Person 1 in Syria. Miss Oyella acted as the channel for forwarding funds
raised to contacts in Uganda and thereafter liaising with [PRIVATE] with respect to

matters.

Miss Oyella was sentenced at Central Criminal Court on 18 March 2024 to a special
custodial sentence of 48 months, comprising 36 months imprisonment and an extended
licence period of 12 months, a victim surcharge of £170, and to register with the police

under the Counter Terrorism Act 2008 for 10 years.

On 14 February 2024, the NMC received an anonymous referral in respect of Miss

Oyella’s conviction.
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At the time of her conviction, Miss Oyella was employed by East London NHS Foundation

Trust as a Band 7 Senior Nurse.

Decision and reasons on facts

The charge concerns Miss Oyella’s conviction and, having been provided with a copy of
the certificate of conviction, the panel found that the facts are found proved in accordance
with Rule 31 (2) and (3). These state:

31.—  (2) Where a reqistrant has been convicted of a criminal offence—
(a) a copy of the certificate of conviction, certified by a
competent officer of a Court in the United Kingdom
(or, in Scotland, an extract conviction) shall be
conclusive proof of the conviction; and
(b) the findings of fact upon which the conviction is
based shall be admissible as proof of those facts.
(3) The only evidence which may be adduced by the registrant in
rebuttal of a conviction certified or extracted in accordance with
paragraph (2)(a) is evidence for the purpose of proving that she

is not the person referred to in the certificate or extract.’

The panel also took into account and gave considerable weight to the sentencing remarks
of the trial judge dated 18 March 2024.

Fitness to practise

Having made its findings on the facts, the panel then considered whether, on the basis of
the facts found proved, Miss Oyella’s fitness to practise is currently impaired by reason of
her conviction. There is no statutory definition of fithess to practise. However, the NMC
has defined fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register

unrestricted.

The NMC requires the panel to bear in mind its overarching objective to protect the public

and the wider public interest. This includes the need to declare and maintain proper
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standards and maintain public confidence in the profession and in the NMC as a regulatory
body. The panel has referred to the case of Council for Healthcare Regulatory Excellence
v (1) Nursing and Midwifery Council (2) Grant [2011] EWHC 927 (Admin).

Miss Oyella has not engaged with the NMC in respect of this substantive meeting and as

such, there were no written representations from her in relation to impairment.

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.

Decision and reasons on impairment

The panel next went on to decide if as a result of the conviction, Miss Oyella’s fithess to

practise is currently impaired.

In coming to its decision, the panel had regard to the NMC guidance on ‘Impairment’

(reference: DMA-1), last updated on 3 March 2025 in which the following is stated:

‘The question that will help decide whether a professional’s fitness to practise is

impaired is:

“Can the nurse, midwife or nursing associate practise kindly, safely and

professionally?”

If the answer to this question is yes, then the likelihood is that the professional’s

fitness to practise is not impaired.’

The panel also had regard to the NMC guidance on ‘Criminal convictions and cautions’
(reference: FTP-2c) and ‘Directly referring specified offences to the Fitness to Practise

Committee’ (reference: FTP-2c-1).
The panel then considered the terms of “‘The Code: Professional standards of practice and

behaviour for nurses and midwives 2015’ (the Code) and considered that the following

section was engaged in this case:
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‘20 Uphold the reputation of your profession at all times
To achieve this, you must:
20.4 keep to the laws of the country in which you are practising’.

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 make sure that their conduct

at all times justifies both their patients’ and the public’s trust in the profession.

In this regard the panel considered the judgment of Mrs Justice Cox in the case of CHRE v

NMC and Grant 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.’

In paragraph 76, Mrs Justice Cox referred to Dame Janet Smith's “test” which reads as

follows:

‘Do our findings of fact in respect of the doctor’'s misconduct, deficient
professional performance, adverse health, conviction, caution or
determination show that her fitness to practise is impaired in the sense that

S/He/They:

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
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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 determined that limbs b) and c) are engaged in this case.

The panel noted that the conduct leading to Miss Oyella’s conviction occurred outside of
her clinical nursing practice and there was no evidence before the panel that patients were

put at unwarranted risk of harm as a result of it.

Notwithstanding this, the panel determined that the conduct which led to Miss Oyella’s
conviction breached one of the fundamental tenets of the nursing profession and therefore
brought its reputation into disrepute and would undermine public confidence in the
profession. Furthermore, whilst there was no evidence that her conduct was dishonest, the
panel found that Miss Oyella demonstrated a lack of integrity in that she knew that what

she was doing was wrong.

The panel considered the NMC guidance on ‘Criminal convictions and cautions’

(reference: FTP-2c) which states:

‘We will almost always take concerns to a fitness to practise panel when a professional

e has been convicted of any of the serious crimes we classify as specified
offences and/or

e has been given a custodial sentence (including suspended sentences).

That is because this offending is considered to be so serious that it is likely to
undermine our professional standards and public confidence in the professions we

regulate.’

The NMC guidance on ‘Directly referring specified offences to the Fitness to Practise

Committee’ (reference: FTP-2c-1) describes an example of a serious specified offence as:
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‘offences that relate to:

e serious harm to the security of the state or to public order...’.

The panel determined that Miss Oyella’s conviction raised fundamental concerns about

her ability to uphold the standards and values set out in the Code.

The panel considered the factors set out in the case of Cohen v General Medical Council
[2008] EWHC 581 (Admin):

e Whether the conduct is easily remediable;
e \Whether it has been remedied; and

e Whether it is highly unlikely to be repeated.

Given the nature, gravity and seriousness of the offence, the panel was not satisfied that

Miss Oyella’s conduct is easily remediable.

The panel had no evidence of reflection or insight from Miss Oyella before it. It had regard
to the sentencing remarks from the Crown Court hearing on 18 March 2024, and in
particular, it noted the judge’s comment on Miss Oyella’s ‘element of remorse as reflected
in the Pre-Sentence Report as a mitigating feature. However, the panel had no evidence

as to the extent or content of that remorse.

In his sentencing remarks, the judge went on to state:

‘You have ... expressed remorse to the Probation Officer who has prepared your

presentence reports post conviction. It is however apparent that you have ... been
very slow to acknowledge and fully account for what was happening in and before
2017 with respect to this matter and | fear that you have yet fully to face up to your

offending...’

In the absence of any evidence of remorse, reflection or insight from Miss Oyella, the

panel could not be satisfied that Miss Oyella’s conduct would not be repeated in the future,
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and it therefore found that there remains a risk of repetition. It noted the specific
circumstances surrounding her conduct, particularly in relation to the pressure she was
placed under by [PRIVATE], and therefore the possibility of similar circumstances arising

in the future.

The panel bore in mind that the overarching objectives of the NMC are to protect, promote
and maintain the health safety and well-being of the public and patients, and to
uphold/protect 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 considered that in the specific circumstances of this case and in the absence of
any evidence of deficiency in Miss Oyella’s nursing practice, there was no risk to patient
safety. It therefore did not find that a finding of current impairment of fitness to practise is

necessary on the grounds of public protection.

However, the panel determined that, in this case, a finding of impairment on public interest
grounds is required to mark Miss Oyella’s conviction and to uphold proper professional
standards. It took into account that Miss Oyella is currently serving a prison sentence for
an extremely serious offence relating to arranging the availability of property for the

purposes of terrorism.

The panel noted the sentencing remarks of the judge when he stated:

‘As Parliament has made clear the plague of terrorism and terrorist related
offending has to be taken seriously by the Courts in the interest of all who desire a

peaceful, democratic and tolerant society free from such dreadful violence...

The panel considered, therefore that the public interest in this matter is very high. It
considered that members of the public and fellow practitioners would be concerned if a
finding of impairment were not made in a case where a registrant had been convicted of a

serious offence of this nature.
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In addition, the panel concluded that public confidence in the profession would be
undermined if a finding of impairment were not made in this case and therefore found Miss

Oyella’s fitness to practise impaired on the grounds of public interest.

Having regard to all of the above, the panel was not satisfied that Miss Oyella can practise
kindly, safely and professionally. It therefore determined that her fitness to practise is

currently impaired on public interest grounds.

Sanction

The panel has considered this case very carefully and has decided to make a striking-off
order. It directs the registrar to strike Miss Oyella off the register. The effect of this order is

that the NMC register will show that Miss Oyella 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 and had careful regard to the Sanctions Guidance (SG) published by

the NMC. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.

Representations on sanction

The panel noted that in the Notice of Meeting, dated 29 October 2025, the NMC had
advised Miss Oyella that it would seek the imposition of a striking-off order if the panel

found her fitness to practise currently impaired.

Decision and reasons on sanction

Having found Miss Oyella’s fitness to practise currently impaired, the panel went on to
consider what sanction, if any, it should impose in this case. 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 SG.

The decision on sanction is a matter for the panel independently exercising its own

judgement, although the panel put significant weight on the sentencing remarks of the
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judge who heard the criminal case and had sight of the evidence that had been presented

in respect of that matter.

The panel took into account the following aggravating features:

Miss Oyella demonstrated a lack of insight into her conduct. The judge at the
Central Criminal Court commented that she had ‘yet fully to face up to [her]
offending’. Further, Miss Oyella had not provided evidence of reflection and insight
for the purposes of these regulatory proceedings.

Miss Oyella demonstrated a pattern of criminal behaviour in that there were a

number of transactions over a period of time.

The panel also took into account the following mitigating features:

By way of personal mitigation, there was an element of [PRIVATE] pressure to

participate in the arrangement or conduct leading to the conviction.

In light of the mitigating factors set out in the sentencing remarks, the panel also

considered whether there was any mitigation relating to the issue of Miss Oyella’s mental

health. However, it noted the comments of the judge that:

‘[PRIVATE]. Having carefully considered both the reports and the facts and
circumstances of the present case | do not consider that the condition can be said
to have any significant impact on the assessment of [Miss Oyella’s] culpability in
this matter. This was not lone offending by an individual but considered conduct
[PRIVATE] with collective judgments and decisions being made. Furthermore there
is no reason to think that at the same time as this offending [Miss Oyella] was not
able to carry out her professional nursing work in the commendable way that has
been described by others. [PRIVATE]...

The panel took into account the NMC guidance on ‘Sanctions for particularly serious

cases’ (reference: SAN-2) and determined that Miss Oyella’s conviction was at the highest

level of seriousness given the nature of any offence involving terrorism.
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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 in the public interest to take no further action.

It then considered the imposition of a caution order but again determined that, due to the
seriousness of the case, and the public interest issues identified, an order that does not
restrict Miss Oyella’s practice would not be appropriate in the circumstances. The SG
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 Oyella’s
conviction 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 Oyella’s
registration would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The panel was of the view that
there are no practical or workable conditions that could be formulated, given the nature of
the conviction in this case. Furthermore, the panel concluded that the placing of conditions
on Miss Oyella’s registration would not adequately address the seriousness of this case

and would not meet the public interest.

The panel then went on to consider whether a suspension order would be an appropriate
sanction. The SG states that suspension order may be appropriate where some of the

following factors are apparent:

e A single instance of misconduct but where a lesser sanction is not
sufficient;

e No evidence of harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problems;

e No evidence of repetition of behaviour since the incident;

o The Committee is satisfied that the nurse or midwife has insight and does
not pose a significant risk of repeating behaviour.

The panel considered that there was not one single instance, but a pattern of criminal

behaviour that led to Miss Oyella’s conviction and further noted the judge’s remarks that
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she had ‘yet fully to face up to [her] offending’. The panel found that whilst there was no
evidence of repetition of the behaviour outside of that which she had been convicted for,
the conduct itself was repeated on a number of occasions. Further Miss Oyella has not

demonstrated insight, and she poses a significant risk of repeating the behaviour.

The panel noted the judge’s remarks that:

‘...The events of 2014 and the horrors of the ISIS & IS terrorism in the Syrian region
had been dominating the news and you could not have failed to have known about

such violent events...

In truth you ... turned a ‘blind eye’ to what [PRIVATE] was engaged in. By doing so
you were in effect giving support to the terrorist activity with which in all likelihood
he was still associated in 2017 however much your motivation was neither
ideological nor a desire for him to engage in such terrorist activities. You knew what

you were doing was wrong and could get you into trouble.’

The panel was not satisfied that temporary removal from the register would reflect the
seriousness of the case. It considered that the conduct leading to Miss Oyella’s conviction
was a significant departure from the standards expected of a registered nurse. The panel
had determined that Miss Oyella’s conduct was not easily remediable, and in any event,
the serious breach of the fundamental tenets of the profession evidenced by Miss Oyella’s

conviction was fundamentally incompatible with her remaining on the register.

In this particular case, the panel determined that a suspension order would not be a

sufficient, appropriate or proportionate sanction.

Finally, in looking at a striking-off order, the panel took note of the following paragraphs of
the SG:

. Do the regulatory concerns about the nurse or midwife raise
fundamental questions about their professionalism?
. Can public confidence in nurses and midwives be maintained if the

nurse or midwife is not removed from the register?
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. Is striking-off the only sanction which will be sufficient to protect

patients, members of the public, or maintain professional standards?

The panel considered that the regulatory concerns in this case raise fundamental
questions about Miss Oyella’s professionalism. The panel determined that public
confidence in the profession would be undermined if Miss Oyella was not removed from
the register. It was of the view that members of the public and other nurses would be most
concerned to learn that Miss Oyella acted in the way that she did, was convicted, received
a substantial sentence of imprisonment and failed to provide any insight or engage with
the NMC. In addition, it determined that members of the public, knowing that Miss Oyella
had behaved in that way, would be reluctant to engage with and seek healthcare services

if she were not removed from the register.

The panel concluded that a striking-off order is the only sanction which will be sufficient to
maintain professional standards because a lesser sanction would not reflect the

seriousness of the conviction in this case.

The panel was of the view that the findings in this particular case demonstrate that Miss
Oyella’s actions were serious and to allow her to continue practising would undermine

public confidence in the profession and in the NMC as a regulatory body.

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
Oyella’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 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.

This will be confirmed to Miss Oyella in writing.
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Interim order

As the striking-off order cannot take effect until the end of the 28-day appeal period, the
panel has considered whether an interim order is required in the specific circumstances of
this case. It may only make an interim order if it is satisfied that it is necessary for the
protection of the public, is otherwise in the public interest or in Miss Oyella’s own interests

until the striking-off sanction takes effect.

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

Decision and reasons on interim order

The panel was satisfied that an interim 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.

The panel concluded that an interim conditions of practice order would not be appropriate
or proportionate in this case, due to the reasons already identified in the panel’s
determination for imposing the substantive order. The panel therefore imposed an interim
suspension order for a period of 18 months to ensure that Miss Oyella cannot practise
unrestricted before the substantive striking-off order takes effect. This will cover the 28
days during which an appeal can be lodged and, if an appeal is lodged, the time necessary

for that appeal to be determined.

If no appeal is made, then the interim suspension order will be replaced by the substantive

striking off order 28 days after Miss Oyella is sent the decision of this hearing in writing.

That concludes this determination.
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