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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Hearing 

24 August 2018 
Nursing and Midwifery Council, 61 Aldwych, London WC2B 4AE 

 
Name of registrant: Alan Leyshon  
 
NMC PIN:  96C0073E 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Adult 
 (1 May 1999) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Conviction 
 
Panel Members: Anthony Griffin (Chair, lay member) 

Judith McCann (Registrant member) 
Christine Moody (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Tim Bradbury  
 
Panel Secretary: Kelly O’Brien 
 
Registrant: Alan Leyshon not present and not represented  
 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Farzana Iqbal, Case 

Presenter, NMC Legal Team  
 
Consensual Panel Determination: Accepted 
 
Facts proved: All  
 
Fitness to practise: Impaired 
 
Sanction: Striking-off Order 
 
Interim Order: Interim Suspension Order for 18 months 
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Decision on service of notice of hearing 
 
The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Mr Leyshon was not in 

attendance and that written notice of this hearing had been sent to Mr Leyshon’s 

registered address by recorded delivery and by first class post on 18 July 2018. Royal 

Mail Track and Trace documentation confirmed that notice of this hearing was delivered 

and signed for at Mr Leyshon’s registered address on 19 July 2018 in the printed name 

of “A LEYSHON”. Further, the panel noted that notice of this hearing was also sent to 

Mr Leyshon’s representative at the Royal College of Nursing (RCN) on 18 July 2018.  

 

The panel took into account that the notice letter provided details of the allegation, the 

time, dates and venue of the hearing and, amongst other things, information about Mr 

Leyshon’s right to attend, be represented and call evidence, as well as the panel’s 

power to proceed in his absence.  

 

Ms Iqbal submitted that the NMC had complied with the requirements of Rules 11 and 

34 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004, as amended 

(“the Rules”).  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Mr Leyshon 

had been served with notice of this hearing in accordance with the requirements of 

Rules 11 and 34. It noted that the rules do not require delivery and that it is the 

responsibility of any registrant to maintain an effective and up-to-date registered 

address.  
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Decision on proceeding in the absence of the Registrant 
 
The panel next considered whether it should proceed in the absence of Mr Leyshon. 

 

The panel had regard to Rule 21 (2) which states: 

 

(2) Where the registrant fails to attend and is not represented at the hearing, the 

Committee 

(a) shall require the presenter to adduce evidence that all reasonable 

efforts have been made, in accordance with these Rules, to serve the 

notice of hearing on the registrant; 

(b) may, where the Committee is satisfied that the notice of hearing has 

been duly served, direct that the allegation should be heard and 

determined notwithstanding the absence of the registrant; or 

(c) may adjourn the hearing and issue directions. 

 

Ms Iqbal submitted, on behalf of the NMC, that the discretion to proceed in the absence 

of a registrant must only be exercised when it would be in the interests of justice to do 

so. Ms Iqbal submitted that there was a public interest in the expeditious disposal of 

these proceedings.  

 

Ms Iqbal informed the panel that this hearing was in order to consider a consensual 

panel determination agreement which had been reached between the NMC and Mr 

Leyshon. The agreement stated that Mr Leyshon was aware of the hearing, that he did 

not wish to attend, and that he was content for the hearing to proceed in his and his 

representative’s absence. Mr Leyshon had signed this agreement. Mr Leyshon’s 

representative had confirmed that they would be available by telephone should the 

panel have any questions to ask them. In light of these circumstances Ms Iqbal invited 
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the panel to exercise its discretion to proceed in the absence of Mr Leyshon on the 

basis that he had voluntarily absented himself.  

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel noted that its discretionary power to proceed in the absence of a registrant 

under the provisions of Rule 21 is not absolute and is one that should be exercised “with 

the utmost care and caution” as referred to in the case of R. v Jones (Anthony William), 

(No.2) [2002] UKHL 5.  

 

The panel had regard to the information provided and considered that Mr Leyshon was 

aware of today’s hearing and that he was content for it to proceed in his absence. He 

had signed a consensual panel determination agreement, intending for the panel to 

consider this and his representative was available by telephone should the panel need 

to seek to clarify any matters. The panel did not consider that adjourning this hearing 

would be likely to secure Mr Leyshon’s attendance at a hearing on a future date. The 

panel had regard to the public interest in the expeditious disposal of these proceedings. 

In these circumstances the panel determined that it would be fair, in the interests of 

justice and in Mr Leyshon’s own interests to proceed in his absence. 

 

 

Decision and reasons on application under Rule 19 
 

At the outset of the hearing Ms Iqbal informed the panel that Mr Leyshon and his 

representative made a written request that the hearing of Mr Leyshon’s case be held in 

private on the basis that his family has already suffered verbal abuse from the criminal 

trial publicity and that he does not want them to be subject to any further hardship. The 

application was made pursuant to Rule 19 of the Rules.  

 

Ms Iqbal, on behalf of the NMC, indicated that she opposed the application and that the 

entirety of the hearing should be heard in public. Ms Iqbal submitted that the NMC’s 

position is that all hearings should be held in public to ensure transparency. She 
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submitted that Mr Leyshon’s conviction is already in the public domain as his case has 

been before the Magistrates Court and the Crown Court. Ms Iqbal submitted there will 

be no new information before the panel, and that the public interest in this case being 

heard in public outweighs the interests of Mr Leyshon’s family.  

 

The legal assessor reminded the panel that while Rule 19 (1) provides, as a starting 

point, that hearings shall be conducted in public, Rule 19 (3) states that the panel may 

hold hearings partly or wholly in private if it is satisfied that this is justified by the 

interests of any party or by the public interest.  

 

Rule 19 states 

 

19.(1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3) below, hearings shall be conducted in 

public. 

(2)   Subject to paragraph (2A), a hearing before the Fitness to Practise 

Committee which relates solely to an allegation concerning the registrant’s 

physical or mental health must be conducted in private. 

(2A) All or part of the hearing referred to in paragraph (2) may be held in public 

where the Fitness to Practise Committee—  

(a)   having given the parties, and any third party whom the Committee 

considers it appropriate to hear, an opportunity to make representations; 

and  

(b)  having obtained the advice of the legal assessor, is satisfied that the 

public interest or the interests of any third party outweigh the need to 

protect the privacy or confidentiality of the registrant. 

(3) Hearings other than those referred to in paragraph (2) above may be held, 

wholly or partly, in private if the Committee is satisfied  
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(a) having given the parties, and any third party from whom the Committee 

considers it appropriate to hear, an opportunity to make representations; 

and 

(b) having obtained the advice of the legal assessor, that this is justified 

(and outweighs any prejudice) by the interests of any party or of any 

third party (including a complainant, witness or patient) or by the public 

interest. 

(4) In this rule, “in private” means conducted in the presence of every party and 

any person representing a party, but otherwise excluding the public. 

The panel determined that the hearing should be held in public in order to maintain the 

transparency of NMC as the professions regulator. The panel noted that Mr Leyshon’s 

conviction is already in the public domain and that there will be no new information 

before it. The panel concluded that the public interest in this case being heard in public 

outweighs the interests of Mr Leyshon and his family.  
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Consensual panel determination 
 
At the outset of this hearing, Ms Iqbal, informed the panel that prior to this hearing a 

provisional agreement of a consensual panel determination (the “CPD agreement”) had 

been reached with regard to this case between the NMC and Mr Leyshon.  

 

The agreement, which was put before the panel, sets out Mr Leyshon’s full admissions 

to the facts alleged in the charge and that his fitness to practise is currently impaired by 

reason of his conviction. It is further stated in the agreement that an appropriate 

sanction in this case would be that of a striking-off order. 

 

The panel has considered the provisional agreement reached by the parties.  

 

That provisional agreement reads as follows: 

 

Mr Leyshon is aware of the CPD hearing. Mr Leyshon does not intend to attend the 

hearing and is content for it to proceed in his and his representative’s absence. Mr 

Leyshon’s representative will endeavour to be available by telephone should any 

clarification on any point be required.  

 

The Nursing and Midwifery Council (‘NMC’) and Mr Alan Leyshon, PIN 96C0073E (“the 

parties”) agree as follows: 

 

 

Charge 
 

1) Mr Leyshon  admits the following charge: 

 

That you, a registered nurse; 
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1. On 29 December 2017 were convicted at Teesside Magistrates Court of three counts 

of making an indecent photograph of a child contrary to sections 1(1)(A) and 6 of the 

Protection of Children Act 1978. 

 

AND your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your conviction. 

 

 

Facts 
 

2) Mr Leyshon began working at North Tees and Hartlepool NHS Foundation Trust 

(‘the Trust’) on 1 April 2010, having entered the register on 1 May 1999. 

 

3) Cleveland Police became aware that an individual at the property where Mr Leyshon 

was the sole resident had downloaded from the internet files containing indecent 

images of children between 17 July 2017 and 5 August 2017. 

 

4) The police attended Mr Leyshon’s address on 15 August 2017 where he identified 

himself and made verbal admissions to downloading indecent images of children. He 

was arrested, cautioned and taken into police custody for questioning where he 

made further admissions. A systematic search of the property was undertaken and 

electronic devices belonging to Mr Leyshon were forensically examined. Mr Leyshon 

was then released with no bail conditions. The Trust was informed of his arrest and 

he was referred to the NMC on 17 August 2017. 

 

5) In the police investigation, across the devices belonging to Mr Leyshon that were 

searched, the following amount of indecent images were recovered; 

 

• 76 Category A (most serious in law/penetrative sexual activity with a child) 

 

• 17 Category B (sexual activity with a child – non-penetrative) 
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• 727 Category C images (indecent images which don’t fall into categories A and 

B) 

 

6) The above police investigation results were put to Mr Leyshon during further police 

questioning on 4 October 2017. Mr Leyshon made full admissions. 

 

7) Mr Leyshon appeared at Teesside Magistrates Court on 29 December 2017 where 

he pleaded guilty at first appearance to sections 1(1)a and 6 of the Protection of 

Children Act 1978 due to making Category A, B and C indecent images of children. 

The case was committed to Teesside Crown Court for sentencing. 

 

8) Mr Leyshon appeared at Teesside Crown Court on 22 February 2018 and was 

sentenced to 12 months imprisonment, suspended for 24 months. Recorder Enoch 

QC made the following relevant sentencing remarks: 

 

You know what you did, and you know that what you did was unforgivable… [this 

includes] videos of very young children, babies really, being sexually abused and hurt 

and distressed. 

 

Loneliness, […], none of that begins to excuse or explain your possession of that sort of 

material I’m afraid, and it’s that which makes it very serious and which causes me to 

have thought very long and hard as to whether or not, despite your age and good 

character, I had no alternative but to send you to prison. 

 

The starting point after a trial for this kind of thing is one year in prison with a range of 

twenty-six weeks to three years’ custody, and that is aggravated by the age of the 

children and by the distress that they were clearly showing. 

 

 You’re sixty-two years old and you’re a man of good character… I accept that 



 10 

this was a representation of a mental state you found yourself in as a result of your 

circumstances, and whilst I reiterate that that’s no excuse, there is no evidence that you 

have indulged in this way, in this fashion, ever before. … you had the good sense to be 

compliant and helpful, and cooperative and remorseful with the authorities when you 

were discovered, and I accept that from your very words that you knew exactly what you 

were getting into. To quote you, you “Knew the implications”. … 

 

9) Mr Leyshon was dismissed by the Trust on 5 February 2018 and is not employed as 

a nurse]. 

 

Impairment 
 

10) Mr Leyshon  admits that his fitness to practise is impaired with reference to the test 

outlined in CHRE v Nursing and Midwifery Council, Paula Grant [2011] EWHC 927 

(Admin) by reason of his conviction because he: 

 

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 professions into 

disrepute; and/or 

 

c) Has in the past breached and/or is liable in the future to breach one of the 

fundamental tenets of the professions. 

 

11) As a registered nurse, Mr Leyshon is in a position of trust and is likely to be in the 

presence of children, whether as patients or not, while working. In light of the nature 

of his conviction, there is an unwarranted risk of harm to a particularly vulnerable 

group of potential patients. This risk is present notwithstanding the fact that the acts 

committed do not directly relate to Mr Leyshon’s clinical practice or to actions taken 

by Mr Leyshon on Trust premises. 
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12) The nature of Mr Leyshon’s conviction, and the fact of his conviction, is sufficient to 

seriously harm the reputation of the profession and those who work within it. The 

public expects the highest standards of behaviour from its registrants. While Mr 

Leyshon has shown remorse and insight, cooperated with the police and the NMC, 

and made early and full admissions, this does little to alleviate the damage done and 

likely to be done to the reputation of the profession. In terms of upholding the 

standards of the profession and the confidence that the public places in the 

profession, the seriousness and nature of his conviction far outweighs Mr Leyshon’s 

remorseful attitude to that conviction. 

 

13) Promoting professionalism and trust in the professions, namely by keeping to the 

laws of the country in which one is practising, is a fundamental tenet of the nursing 

profession. Mr Leyshon’s conviction and the nature of it amounts to a clear breach of 

this fundamental tenet. 

 

14) The nature of the conviction, and the conduct involved as part of it, makes 

remediation of the concerns extremely difficult. The conduct falls so far short of the 

standards the public expect of professionals caring for them that public confidence in 

the nursing and midwifery professions is or is likely to be severely undermined. In 

cases like this, it is less likely the nurse or midwife will be able to remedy their 

conduct. It is acknowledged in NMC guidance that criminal convictions leading to 

custodial sentences may not be possible to remedy. This is particularly the case 

given the nature of the offence committed by Mr Leyshon. 

 

15) Mr Leyshon has shown some insight, engagement and remorse both in the criminal 

investigation and proceedings, and in the NMC’s own proceedings. In his letter of 

reflection (see Appendix 1), he states: 

 

I make no excuses or blame anyone else for my actions and totally admit to the 

offences.  
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… 

I now realise that this was totally unacceptable and are deeply ashamed and are unable 

to apologise enough for my actions and that under section 20 of the code of conduct 

have failed in my duties. 

 

I realise now I should have sought help from a health professional with my problem 

which I now deeply regret. 

… 

I realise that this is not a victimless offence and how this has and will continue to affect 

them throughout their lives and are totally appalled at my behaviour in being a part of 

this and are fully remorseful for my actions. 

… 

I do realise that my nursing career has ended and can only again apologise to all of the 

nursing profession and public for bring the profession into disrepute. 

 

16) However, these statements fall far short of the exceptionally high level of 

remediation that would be required to ensure that repetition of this especially serious 

conduct becomes highly unlikely.  

 

17) Given the above, there remains a real risk that Mr Leyshon will repeat the actions 

that led to his conviction. 

 

18) Therefore, Mr Leyshon’s fitness to practice is currently impaired on public protection 

and public interest grounds. 

 

 

Sanction 
 

19) The appropriate sanction in this case is a striking-off order. 

 

20) The aggravating features in this case are: 
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a) The seriousness of the offence, being a conviction relating to indecent images of 

children. 

 

b) The particular vulnerability of the victims of the offence. 

 

c) Mr Layshon’s participation in the severe harm caused to those victims. 

 

d) The volume of indecent images of children, across all levels of seriousness. 

 

e) The sexual motivation for having downloaded the images. 

 

21)  The mitigating features in this case are: 

 

a) Early admissions and insight provided to the police and the NMC. 

 

b) Full engagement and cooperation with the police and the NMC. 

 

c) In a limited sense, the personal circumstances of Mr Leyshon as outlined in the 

Crown Court sentencing remarks. 

 

22) Taking no further action in a case involving a criminal conviction relating to indecent 

images of children would be plainly inappropriate due to the seriousness of the 

conviction. Public confidence in the profession would be severely damaged if no 

further action were to be taken and the risk to public protection as outlined would 

remain unaddressed. 

 

23) A caution order, as the least restrictive sanction available, would again be 

inappropriate for the same reasons as above and because this case is not at the 

lower end of the spectrum of impaired fitness to practise.  
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24) A conditions of practice order requires conditions to be measurable, workable, 

relevant and proportionate. The NMC’s sanctions guidance further states that 

conditions may be appropriate when some or all of the following factors are apparent 

(this list is not exhaustive): 

 

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

 

• identifiable areas of the nurse or midwife’s practice in need of assessment 

and/or retraining 

 

• no evidence of general incompetence 

 

• potential and willingness to respond positively to retraining 

 

• the nurse or midwife has insight into any health problems and is prepared to 

agree to abide by conditions on medical condition, treatment and supervision 

 

• patients will not be put in danger either directly or indirectly as a result of 

conditional registration 

 

• the conditions will protect patients during the period they are in force 

 

• it is possible to formulate conditions and to make provision as to how 

conditions will be monitored 

 

25) While some of the above factors are arguably apparent, case law highly relevant to 

Mr Layshon’s actions1 indicates that, as a general principle, where a practitioner has 

been convicted of a serious criminal offence or offences he should not be permitted 

to resume his practice until he has satisfactorily completed his sentence. Good 

� 
1 CHRE v (1) GDC and (2) Fleischmann [2005] EWHC 87 (Admin) 
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standing in a profession must be earned if the reputation of the profession is to be 

maintained.  

 

26) In addition, there is no evidence to suggest that any conditions imposed would be 

workable; this is partly due to the nature of the offence and partly due to the fact that 

there is not an identifiable clinical area that Mr Leyshon’s conduct relates to. Finally, 

the seriousness of the offence and the risk to public protection and the reputation of 

the profession merits a stronger sanction than conditions alone. 

 

27) NMC guidance states that a suspension order may be appropriate where the 

conduct is not fundamentally incompatible with continuing to be a registered nurse or 

midwife in that the public interest can be satisfied by a less severe outcome than 

permanent removal from the register. This is more likely to be the case when some 

or all of the following factors are apparent (this list is not exhaustive): 

 

• 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 

 

• the Committee is satisfied that the nurse or midwife has insight and does 

not pose a significant risk of repeating behaviour 

 

• … 

• … 

 

28) As outlined above, while some of the above factors are arguably apparent, Mr 

Leyshon currently remains at a significant risk of repeating the behaviour that led to 

his conviction. Furthermore, the seriousness of the offence combined with the 
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aggravating features of that offence, and the difficulty with which one would 

remediate this conduct, mean that Mr Leyshon’s conviction and the conduct that led 

to that conviction is fundamentally incompatible with continuing registration. As such, 

a suspension order would not be appropriate with regards to public protection, and 

upholding the standards of, and public confidence in, the profession. 

 

29) A striking-off order is the most serious sanction available. When considering whether 

to impose such an order, the key questions are: whether public confidence in the 

professions and the NMC can be maintained if the nurse or midwife is not removed 

from the register; whether striking-off is the only sanction which will be sufficient to 

protect the public interest; and whether the seriousness of the case is incompatible 

with ongoing registration. 

 

30)  NMC guidance states that such an order is likely to be appropriate when the 

behaviour is fundamentally incompatible with being a registered professional, which 

may involve any of the following factors. 

 

• 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… The seriousness of the harm should always be 

considered. 

 

• Abuse of position, abuse of trust, or violation of the rights of patients, 

particularly in relation to vulnerable patients. 

 

• Any serious misconduct of a sexual nature, including involvement in child 

pornography. [emphasis added] 
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• Convictions or cautions involving any of the conduct or behaviour in the 

above examples. [emphasis added] 

 

31) The courts have also supported decisions to strike off healthcare professionals 

where there has been lack of probity, honesty or trustworthiness, notwithstanding 

that in other regards there were no concerns around the professional’s clinical skills 

or any risk of harm to the public2. Striking-off orders have been upheld on the basis 

that they have been justified for reasons of maintaining trust and confidence in the 

professions.  

 

32) Finally, NMC guidance is clear that serious criminal convictions that involve 

registration as a sex offender, particularly those involving child pornography, 

undermine patients’ and the public’s trust in the profession and seriously impact on 

the reputation of the professions. In cases of serious sexual misconduct, it will often 

be that the only proportionate sanction will be a striking-off order. 

 

33) For the above reasons, a striking-off order is the only suitable sanction available in 

this case.  

 

34) It is acknowledged, in considering proportionality and the mitigating factors also 

detailed above, that there will be a detrimental effect on Mr Layshon’s private life as 

a result of this sanction. However, this is justified in pursuit of the NMC’s legitimate 

aims of protecting the public, upholding the standards of the profession, and 

maintaining the confidence of the public in the profession and its regulator. 

 

 

Interim Order 
 

� 
2 Parkinson v NMC [2010] EWHC 1898 (Admin), Mvenge v GMC [2010] EWHC 3529 (Admin), Ige v Nursing and 
Midwifery Council [2011] EWHC 3721 (Admin)  
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35) Due to the basis upon which impairment has been agreed by the parties, it is further 

agreed that an interim order is necessary for the protection of the public and that this 

is otherwise in the public interest. 

 

36) The parties have determined that an interim suspension order for a period of 18 

months is necessary in this case. This is for the purposes of covering the 28 day 

appeal period before the substantive order takes effect and the duration of any 

appeal. 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

37) The parties understand that this provisional agreement cannot bind a panel, and that 

the final decision on findings of impairment and sanction is a matter for the panel. 

The parties understand that, in the event that a panel does not agree with this 

provisional agreement, the admissions to the charges and the agreed statement of 

facts set out above, may be placed before a differently constituted panel that is 

determining the allegation, provided that it would be relevant and fair to do so. 

 
 
Decision and reasons on the consensual panel determination: 
 

The panel decided to accept the proposed CPD agreement.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor, who referred the panel to the 

NMC’s Sanctions Guidance (“SG”) and to the NMC’s guidance on Consensual Panel 

Determinations. He reminded the panel that it could accept, invite an amendment or 

outright reject the provisional agreement reached between the NMC and Mr Leyshon. 

Further, the panel should consider whether the provisional agreement would be in the 

public interest. This means that the outcome must ensure an appropriate level of public 

protection, maintain public confidence in the professions and the regulatory body, and 
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declare and uphold proper standards of conduct and behaviour. The panel had regard 

to the principles in the cases of: Cheatle v GMC [2009] EWHC 645 (Admin), Roylance v 

General Medical Council (No. 2) [2000] 1 AC 311, CHRE v (1) NMC and (2) Grant 

[2011] EWHC 927 (Admin) and Cohen v GMC [2008] EWHC 581 (Admin).  

 

The panel noted that Mr Leyshon admitted the facts of the charge. Accordingly the 

panel was satisfied that the charge is found proved by way of Mr Leyshon’s admission 

as set out in the signed provisional agreement before the panel. 

 

Impairment 
 

The panel then went on to consider whether Mr Leyshon’s fitness to practise is currently 

impaired by reason of his conviction. Whilst acknowledging the agreement between the 

NMC and Mr Leyshon, the panel has exercised its own independent judgement in 

reaching its decision on impairment. The panel endorsed paragraphs 10 – 18 of the 

CPD agreement.  

 

The panel noted that this case involved a serious sexually motivated criminal offence 

involving very young children, and that Mr Leyshon’s actions would greatly undermine 

public confidence in the profession.  

 

The panel had regard to the sentencing Judge’s remarks as set out in paragraph 8 of 

the CPD agreement “Loneliness, […] none of that begins to excuse or explain your 

possession of that sort of material I’m afraid, and it’s that which makes it very serious … 

I accept that from your very words that you knew exactly what you were getting into. To 

quote you, you “Knew the implications”…”. . The panel was mindful that the charges 

were so serious that they would be very difficult to remediate. The panel bore in mind 

that Mr Leyshon’s conviction has breached a fundamental tenet of the profession, and 

that there would be serious public protection concerns if Mr Leyshon were allowed to 

continue to practice without restriction.  
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The panel, whilst it endorsed paragraph 15 of the CPD agreement, was of the view that 

the evidence regarding his insight was limited. Although the panel noted that he had 

admitted the charges at the outset of the criminal trial and the NMC investigation, and it 

had regard to Mr Leyshon’s reflective statement where he accepts full responsibility and 

blame and apologises for bringing the profession into disrepute.  

 

The panel whilst it endorsed paragraphs 10 and 11 of the CPD agreement, noted that 

Mr Leyshon’s offence did not involve actual patient harm, or pertain to his clinical 

practice. However it noted and endorsed that there was a risk of future harm and that 

there would be serious public protection concerns as registered nurses are in a position 

of trust and are likely to be come into contact with children in the course of their 

practice.   

 

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 determined that, in 

this case, a finding of impairment on public interest grounds was required. The panel 

determined that the public would be appalled and dismayed by the actions of Mr 

Leyshon and that any other finding would undermine public confidence in the 

profession, and the NMC as its regulator.  

 

Having regard to all of the above, the panel endorsed paragraph 18 of the CPD 

agreement, and was satisfied that Mr Leyshon’s fitness to practise is currently impaired 

on public protection and public interest grounds.  
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Sanction  
 
Having found Mr Leyshon’s fitness to practise currently impaired the panel went on to 

consider what sanction, if any, is appropriate in this case. The panel bore in mind that 

any sanction imposed must be appropriate and proportionate. The purpose of any 

sanction is not intended to be punitive even though it may have a punitive effect. The 

panel had careful regard to the SG. The decision on sanction is a matter for the panel 

exercising its own independent judgement. 

 

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

directs the registrar to strike Mr Leyshon off the register. The effect of this order is that 

the NMC register will show that Mr Leyshon has been struck-off the register. 

 

In reaching this conclusion, the panel accepted the aggravating and mitigating factors in 

this case as set out in paragraphs 20 and 21 of the CPD agreement. The panel 

endorsed paragraphs 22 and 23 of the CPD agreement and determined that taking no 

action and imposing a caution order would not be appropriate in this case. 

 

The panel went on to consider whether a conditions of practice order would be 

appropriate. The panel endorsed paragraphs 24 – 26 of the CPD agreement. It 

concluded that conditions of practice would be wholly inappropriate given the 

seriousness of Mr Leyshon’s offence, and it agreed that the public interest and 

reputation of the profession merits a stronger sanction than conditions of practice in this 

case.  

 

The panel then went on to consider whether a suspension order would be appropriate. 

The panel endorsed paragraphs 27 – 29 of the CPD agreement. The panel was of the 

view that the seriousness of the offence means that Mr Leyshon’s conviction is 

incompatible with continuing registration. It concluded that a suspension order would not 

be sufficient or appropriate to protect the public and satisfy the public interest in this 

case.  
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The panel went on to consider a striking-off order as proposed in the CPD agreement. 

The panel endorsed paragraphs 29 – 34 of the CPD agreement. The panel noted that 

the SG provides that where there criminal convictions of a serious nature particularly 

those involving child pornography it will often be that the only proportionate sanction is 

one of a striking-off order. The panel determined that, with this case, no lesser sanction 

than striking-off would sufficiently protect the public or the public interest.  

 

The panel determined to impose an interim suspension order for a period of 18 months, 

endorsing the reasons set out in paragraph 35 and 36 of the CPD agreement to cover 

the appeal period.  

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mr Leyshon in writing. 

 

That concluded this determination.  
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