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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Meeting 

14 August 2018 

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

Name of registrant: Gemma Louise Dodds 
 
NMC PIN:  07L0145E 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub part 1 
 Adult Nursing (February 2008) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Conviction 
 
Panel Members: Susan Hurds (Chair, Lay member) 

Sue Davie (Lay member) 
Kathryn Smith (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Karen Rea  
 
Panel Secretary: Jonathan Storey 
 
Facts proved: All 
 
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, a registered nurse, 

 

On 22 December 2017, were convicted at Durham Crown Court of Fraud (PROVED) 

 

And, for the reasons set out above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your 

conviction. 
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Decision on service of notice of meeting 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this meeting that written notice of this meeting 

had been sent to Miss Dodds’ registered address by recorded delivery and by first class 

post on 2 July 2018. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

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

had 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 (the Rules). 

 



 4 

Background 

 

The charges arose whilst Miss Dodds was working at County Durham and Darlington 

NHS Foundation Trust (the Trust), employed by Your World Nursing Limited between 

May and December 2014, and Temps 4 Healthcare from December 2014 thereafter as 

an agency nurse. 

 

On 29 April 2015, a junior sister at the Trust was asked to review a number of invoices 

and timesheets submitted by Miss Dodds. Seven shifts on the timesheet were checked 

for March and April 2015. It was established that Miss Dodds had not worked these 

shifts and had forged the signatures of colleagues before submitting them to her agency 

to generate an invoice for payment. 

 

The Trust started an investigation, which uncovered that, between 17 August 2014 and 

27 April 2015, Miss Dodds had fraudulently claimed payment for 73 shifts whilst working 

at the Trust, receiving £52,000 in total, and had forged the signatures of three 

colleagues. 

 

On 22 December 2017, Miss Dodds pleaded guilty to one count of fraud. She was 

sentenced to 12 months’ imprisonment, a £5,000 Compensation Order and £100 Victim 

Surcharge. She served three months of her sentence in prison, was released from 

prison on a tag in March 2018 and is now on licence.  
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Decision on the findings on facts and reasons 

 

The charges concern Miss Dodds’ conviction. Having been provided with a copy of the 

certificate of conviction, the panel finds that the facts are found proved in accordance 

with Rules 31(2)-(3). These Rules state: 

 

(2)   Where a registrant 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. 
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Decision on impairment 

 

The panel next went on to decide if, as a result of this conviction, Miss Dodds’ fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor, who 

referred the panel to the cases of Cohen v General Medical Council [2008] EWHC 581 

(Admin) and 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. 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. In this regard, the panel considered paragraphs 74 and 76 of the judgement 

of Mrs Justice Cox in the case of Grant in reaching its decision. 

 

Miss Dodds’ fraud occurred over a sustained period of time and involved dishonesty in 

the workplace. As a result of her conviction and the facts underpinning it, the panel 

concluded that Miss Dodds brought the nursing profession into disrepute, and breached 

not only a fundamental tenet of the profession, but the trust of her employer and 

colleagues, as well as the public at large, through the misappropriation of NHS funds. 

 

The panel considered that Miss Dodd’s fraud is difficult, but not impossible, to 

remediate. The panel considered Miss Dodds’ reflective statements to the NMC to 

determine whether she had demonstrated sufficient insight into her actions, as well as 

her attempts to remediate. 

 

The panel considered an undated reflective account from Miss Dodds, in which she 

writes: 

 

In 2014 I made a terrible mistake. This will live with me for the duration of my life 

and probably define it too. I agree that during that time my fitness to practice [sic] 
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was, quite possibly impaired but I cannot agree with that statement now. I have 

reflected upon this time in great detail and I cannot stress how sorry I am. It has 

broken my character and I am not the same person I once was. I am better. I am 

stronger and I have no doubt in my mind that I am still an asset to the nursing 

profession. 

 

Although Miss Dodds pleaded guilty at the Crown Court, the panel considered that it 

was only once the Trust conducted an investigation that the full scope of Miss Dodds’ 

dishonesty emerged. The panel further considered that, although Miss Dodds has 

apologised multiple times for her fraud, she has not demonstrated an understanding of 

the ramifications of her actions. In particular, the panel considered Miss Dodds’ 

response to the charges submitted to the NMC on 21 February 2018, in which she 

writes: 

 

I understand that being in the nursing profession I am bound by regulations and 

codes of professional conduct. I feel that although during this period of time my 

integrity and perhaps my honesty may have been questioned I am not however a 

risk to the public. At no time were there any losses incurred by patients or the 

public. 

 

The panel considered that Miss Dodds has not demonstrated an understanding of how 

her fraud impacted negatively on her colleagues, the reputation of the nursing 

profession, and the public at large. In particular, there is no mention in any of Miss 

Dodds’ statements about the reputational harm that she may have caused to her 

colleagues whose signatures she forged in order to get her timesheets approved. There 

is no mention of the £52,000 fraudulently procured from the Trust, money which, as a 

consequence of Miss Dodds’ actions, was not available to be spent on patient care. In 

addition, whilst Miss Dodds acknowledged that her actions brought the profession into 

disrepute, she did not explain how her actions would affect the reputation of the nursing 

profession as a whole. Miss Dodds has expressed remorse for her actions and 
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indicated that such conduct would “never happen again”, but has only related this to 

how this has impacted her and her family. 

 

The panel noted that, in a statement to the NMC from Miss Dodds written in 2015, she 

writes: 

 

I worked at Pavillion Court Care Home in Newcastle from 19/06/2015 however I 

was unsure if there was going to be any sort of investigation with the NMC and 

did not disclose the information. The company therefore decided to dismiss me 

on the 20th August 2015 despite me telling the general manager as soon as I 

received documents from the NMC. 

 

Although at the time there may not have been an active investigation into Miss Dodds’ 

conduct, the panel considered that she remained under a duty to inform an employer of 

any previous disciplinary history. The panel noted that Miss Dodds’ own evidence 

demonstrated that she failed to disclose information to her next employer which led to 

her dismissal. The repetition of this type of behaviour gives the panel no confidence that 

Miss Dodds is unlikely to repeat the behaviour in the future. The panel concluded that 

Miss Dodds has not remediated her failings, has limited insight and, therefore, there 

remains a risk of repetition. 

 

There are no direct public protection concerns arising from this case, and the panel has 

received evidence that, prior to this incident, Miss Dodds had an unblemished career of 

seven years. However, 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 and protect the wider public interest. This includes 

promoting and maintaining public confidence in the nursing profession and upholding 

the proper professional standards for members of that profession.  

 

The panel considered that Miss Dodds was convicted of fraud, imprisoned and is still 

serving her sentence (albeit on licence). The panel also considered that Miss Dodds’ 
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fraud involved NHS public money, the forging of signatures of three colleagues and 

occurred over a sustained period of time. Given its serious nature, the panel considered 

that the public would be appalled if a finding of current impairment was not made in this 

case on public interest grounds.  

 

Having regard to all of the above, the panel was satisfied that Miss Dodds’ fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. 
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Determination on sanction  

 

The panel carefully considered this case and decided to make a striking-off order. It 

directs the registrar to strike Miss Dodds off the register. The effect of this order is that 

the NMC register will show that Miss Dodds has been struck-off the register. 

 

In reaching this decision, the panel had regard to all the evidence in this case, and 

accepted the advice of the legal assessor. The panel bore 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 considered the aggravating features to be: 

 Miss Dodds was imprisoned for the criminal offence of fraud, involving 73 

incidents and a £52,000 personal financial gain  

 Miss Dodds’ actions were sustained over a period of eight months; 

 a breach of trust by Miss Dodds against her employers, her colleagues and the 

public; 

 a lack of insight; 

 no evidence of genuine remorse, backed up with cogent reflection; and 

 evidence of further dishonesty on Miss Dodds’ part. 

 

The panel considered the mitigating features to be: 

 Miss Dodds pleaded guilty at the Crown Court; 

 prior to this incident, Miss Dodds had a previously unblemished career of seven 

years; 

 positive references and testimonials relating to Miss Dodds’ clinical practice; and 

 potential personal mitigation. 
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The panel also considered how serious Miss Dodds’ dishonesty was, in line with the 

SG. In particular, the panel considered that Miss Dodds’ dishonesty involved: 

 a misuse of power, through her forging of signatures; 

 personal financial gain from breaches of trust of her colleagues and her 

employer; 

 premeditated, systematic and longstanding deception; but 

 no direct risk to patients. 

 

On this basis, the panel concluded that Miss Dodds’ dishonesty was at the upper end of 

the scale of dishonesty, and was serious. 

 

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

inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case and Miss Dodds’ conviction. The 

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

further action. 

 

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 Dodds’ conviction was extremely 

serious and not at the lower end of the spectrum. The panel decided that a caution 

order would be inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case and that it would be 

neither proportionate nor in the public interest to impose such a sanction. 

 

The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on Miss Dodds’ 

nursing registration would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The panel was 

mindful that any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable.  

Given the nature of the charge in this case, as well as Miss Dodds’ conviction for fraud, 

the panel was of the view that there are no practical or workable conditions that could 

be formulated. Miss Dodds’ conviction is not something that can be addressed or 
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remediated through retraining, and there are no clinical issues with respect to her 

practice. Furthermore, the panel considered that there is evidence of attitudinal issues 

inherent in Miss Dodds’ fraud, and concluded that the placing of conditions on her 

nursing registration would not adequately address the seriousness of this case or satisfy 

the wider public interest. 

 

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: 

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

 no evidence of harmful deep-seated personality or attitudinal problems; 

 no evidence of repetition of behaviour since the incident; and 

 the Committee is satisfied that the nurse has insight and does not pose a 

significant risk of repeating behaviour. 

 

The panel considered that, although Miss Dodds was only convicted of one criminal 

offence, the conduct underpinning her fraud occurred 73 times over an eight month 

period. The panel also considered that, through her lack of insight into how her 

conviction would affect her colleagues, the nursing profession and the public at large, 

Miss Dodds has displayed evidence of deep-seated attitudinal problems. Although there 

is no evidence before the panel that Miss Dodds has been convicted of a further fraud 

offence, there is evidence that Miss Dodds has been dishonest with a further employer 

regarding the circumstances that led to her conviction.  

 

The conduct, as highlighted by the facts found proved, was a significant departure from 

the standards expected of a registered nurse. The panel noted that the serious breach 

of fundamental tenets of the profession evidenced by Miss Dodds’ actions is therefore 

incompatible with her remaining on the register. 

 

The panel took into account the mitigation submitted by Miss Dodds’ to the NMC, 

namely positive references and testimonials as to her clinical practice. However, the 
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panel considered the nature and circumstances of Miss Dodds’ conviction to be so 

serious that the mitigation carried little weight. 

 

Balancing all of these factors, the panel determined that, for the reasons set out, a 

suspension order would not be an appropriate or proportionate sanction. On the 

contrary, the panel concluded that such a sanction would be disproportionately lenient 

and would not satisfy the public interest, due to the nature of Miss Dodds’ conviction 

and her lack of insight. 

 

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

SG: 

 can public confidence in the professions and the NMC be maintained if the nurse 

is not removed from the register? 

 is striking-off the only sanction which will be sufficient to protect the public 

interest? 

 is the seriousness of the case incompatible with ongoing registration? 

 

Miss Dodds’ actions were significant departures from the standards expected of a 

registered nurse, and are fundamentally incompatible with her remaining on the register. 

The panel was of the view that the findings in this particular case demonstrate that Miss 

Dodds’ 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. 

 

The panel further considered the SG, which states that a striking-off order is likely to be 

appropriate when the following factors are present: 

 a serious departure from the relevant professional standards as set out in key 

standards, guidance and advice; 

 doing harm to others or behaving in such a way that could foreseeably result in 

harm to others. Harm may include physical, emotional and financial harm. The 

seriousness of the harm should always be considered; 
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 abuse of position or trust, or violation of the rights of patients, particularly in 

relation to vulnerable patients; 

 dishonesty, especially where persistent or covered up; 

 persistent lack of insight into seriousness of actions or consequences; and 

 convictions or cautions involving any of the conduct or behaviour in the above 

examples. 

 

The panel considered that all of the above factors were engaged in this case. In 

particular, the panel noted that, although there is no evidence of Miss Dodds causing 

direct harm to patients, her fraud resulted in depriving the Trust of £52,000, causing it 

financial harm, as well as harming the reputation of her colleagues through her forgery 

of their signatures.  

 

Balancing all of these factors, and after taking into account all the evidence before it 

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

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

particular the effect of Miss Dodds’ actions in bringing the profession into disrepute by 

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

the panel 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.
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Determination on interim order 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

The panel was satisfied that an interim suspension order is necessary for the protection 

of the public and is otherwise 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. In addition, it determined to impose an 

interim suspension order, rather than an interim conditions of practice order, as the 

former logically matches the sanction imposed.  

 

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 Dodds is sent the decision of this hearing in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 


