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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Meeting 
21 February 2018 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, Regus Belfast, Cromac Square, Forsyth House, Belfast, 
BT2 8LA 

 
Name of registrant: Le-Anne Willmott 
 
NMC PIN:  05L0785E 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub part 1 
 Children’s Nursing (March 2006) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct 
 
Panel Members: William Nelson (Chair, Lay member) 

Claire Rashid (Registrant member) 
Timothy Cole (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Clare Bates  
 
Panel Secretary: Jonathan Storey 
 
Facts proved by admission: All 
 
Facts not proved: None 
 
Fitness to practise: Impaired 
 
Sanction: Suspension order (2 months) 

Review of order not necessary in accordance 
with Article 29 (8A) 

 
Interim order: Interim suspension order (18 months) 
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Details of charge: 
 

That you, a registered nurse: 

 

1. On a date unknown, submitted a letter dated 20 December 2016 to 

Willingdon Primary School purporting to be written by your line manager, 

Person A (PROVED BY ADMISSION) 
 

2. Your conduct in respect of charge 1 was dishonest in that: 

 
a. You knew the letter was forged but sought it represent it as genuine; 

b. You intended Willingdon Primary School to accept the 

representations contained within the letter; 

c. You intended to use this letter for your own personal gain 

(PROVED BY ADMISSION) 
 

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

misconduct. 
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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 Mrs Willmott’s registered address by recorded delivery on 16 January 

2018. Notice of this meeting was delivered to Mrs Willmott’s registered address on 18 

January 2018. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

In the light of all of the information available, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Willmott 

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). 
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Preliminary decision 

 

Having read the documentation before it, the panel considered whether it would be 

appropriate to deal with this matter at this meeting and not at a public hearing. The 

panel noted that, in her response to the charges, Mrs Willmott expressed a desire not to 

attend a public hearing, and to deal with her case by way of a meeting. On 30 

November 2017, a separate panel of the Fitness to Practice Committee referred this 

matter to be considered at a meeting, which was communicated to Mrs Willmott. 

 

Following this, Mrs Willmott applied to the Registrar for voluntary removal from the 

register. The Registrar considered Mrs Willmott’s application and decided to reject the 

application. In its decision, dated 4 January 2018, the Registrar stated: 

 

There is a public interest in holding a full public hearing in order that a panel can 

hear and make a decision based on the evidence. This will maintain confidence 

in the profession given the nature and seriousness of the allegations made 

against the registrant. 

 

Following this decision, Mrs Willmott was sent a notice of substantive meeting on 16 

January 2018. 

 

The panel considered that this meeting is not a public hearing. However, the panel 

noted that the outcome of this meeting will be a full exposition of all the matters 

concerned in this case, which will, therefore, have a full airing in its decision. From its 

review of the documentation, the panel considered that it is clear that Mrs Willmott is 

content for this matter to be dealt with in her absence at a meeting. The panel 

considered that there would be no additional benefit to the public interest by postponing 

the resolution of this case by referring it to a public hearing, where it is likely that Mrs 

Willmott would not attend. 

 

In these circumstances, the panel therefore determined to continue with this meeting. 
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Background 

 

Mrs Willmott was referred to the NMC on 19 January 2017 by Kent Community Health 

NHS Foundation Trust (the Trust), her former employer. 

 

It is alleged that, on an unknown date, Mrs Willmott submitted a letter to Willingdon 

Primary School (the School) purporting to be written by Mrs Willmott’s former line 

manager (Person A). A member of staff from the School subsequently contacted Person 

A on 9 January 2017, in relation to a letter they had received. Person A inquired as to 

what letter the School was referring. Person A was informed that the letter was in 

relation to the children of Mrs Willmott and went on to explain that the letter contained 

request from Person A for Mrs Willmott to take annual leave between 20 May 2017 and 

4 June 2017 during term time to take care of her children.  

 

It is alleged that Person A informed the School that she would not have written such a 

letter and went on to state that Mrs Willmott no longer worked for the Trust. Person A 

requested that a copy of the letter to be sent over to her via email. Upon receipt of the 

letter, Person A noted that her name appeared on the letter but went on to state that 

she did not write the letter and it was not her signature on the letter. Person A informed 

her line manager and Employee Relations at the Trust that Mrs Willmott had 

fraudulently sent a letter out in her name and forged her signature. 

 

Mrs Willmott resigned from her employment with the Trust as a School Nurse and later 

entered into employment with East Sussex Healthcare Trust on 9 January 2017. She 

subsequently resigned from this post three weeks later. Mrs Willmott is not currently 

employed in the nursing profession and has stated that she intends to pursue an 

alternative career outside the health sector.  
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Decision on the findings on facts and reasons 
 

In her response to the NMC regarding this meeting, Mrs Willmott admitted all of the 

charges against her. The panel therefore found all of the facts proved by way of Mrs 

Willmott’s admissions. 
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Decision on misconduct and impairment 
 

Following its decision on facts, the panel then moved on to consider whether the facts 

found proved amount to misconduct and, if so, whether Mrs Willmott’s fitness to practise 

is currently impaired. There is no statutory definition of fitness to practise. However, the 

NMC has defined fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register 

unrestricted.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor, and adopted a two-stage process 

in its consideration, as advised. First, the panel must determine whether the facts found 

proved amount to misconduct. Secondly, only if the facts found proved amount to 

misconduct, the panel must decide whether, in all the circumstances, Mrs Willmott’s 

fitness to practise is currently impaired as a result of that misconduct.  

 

When determining whether the facts found proved amount to misconduct the panel had 

regard to the terms of The Code: Professional standards of practice and behaviour for 

nurses and midwives (2015) (the Code). 

 

The panel, in reaching its decision, had regard to the public interest and accepted that 

there was no burden or standard of proof at this stage and exercised its own 

professional judgement. 

 

The panel was of the view that Mrs Willmott’s actions did fall significantly short of the 

standards expected of a registered nurse, and that her actions amounted to breaches of 

the Code, specifically: 

 

20 Uphold the reputation of your profession at all times 

 

20.1 keep to and uphold the standards and values set out in the Code 
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20.2 act with honesty and integrity at all times, treating people fairly and without 

discrimination, bullying or harassment 

 

20.8 act as a role model of professional behaviour for students and newly 

qualified nurses and midwives to aspire to 

 

The panel appreciated that breaches of the Code do not automatically result in a finding 

of misconduct. However, the panel was of the view that the facts of this case involve 

dishonesty and deception on the part of Mrs Willmott. The panel considered that such 

conduct, irrespective of the context in which it arose, is inherently serious. 

 

The panel therefore found that Mrs Willmott’s actions did fall seriously short of the 

conduct and standards expected of a nurse and amounted to misconduct. 

 

The panel next went on to decide if, as a result of this misconduct, Mrs Willmott’s fitness 

to practise is currently impaired. 

 

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. They must make sure that their conduct at all 

times justifies both their patients’ and the public’s trust in the profession. To justify that 

trust, nurses must be honest and open and act with integrity. In this regard, the panel 

considered paragraphs 74 and 76 of the judgement of Mrs Justice Cox in the case of 

Council for Healthcare Regulatory Excellence v (1) Nursing and Midwifery Council (2) 

Grant [2011] EWHC 927 (Admin) in reaching its decision. 

 

The panel considered that, as a result of Mrs Willmott’s misconduct, she has, in the 

past, brought the nursing profession into disrepute and has acted dishonestly. 

 

Regarding insight, the panel had sight of a reflective piece written by Mrs Willmott to the 

NMC. The panel noted that Mrs Willmott has apologised to the NMC, those involved in 
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the incident (including Person A and the Trust), as well as to the wider nursing 

profession for her misconduct. Furthermore, the panel considered that Mrs Willmott, 

through her reflective piece, has demonstrated an understanding of what she did was 

wrong and how it impacted negatively on the reputation of the nursing profession. In 

particular, the panel was impressed with Mrs Willmott’s assessment of the wide-ranging 

people and institutions that her misconduct could have had an impact towards, namely 

Person A, the NHS and the wider public, as well as her local education authority. 

 

As a result of this detailed, comprehensive and candid reflective piece, the panel 

considered that Mrs Willmott has demonstrated full insight into her behaviour. The panel 

further considered that Mrs Willmott was struggling with personal circumstances at the 

time, and considered her dishonesty to be a one-off, opportunistic incident. In these 

circumstances, and as a result of Mrs Willmott’s open and honest conduct throughout 

this regulatory process, the panel considered that the risk of repetition has been 

lowered to its irreducible minimum. The panel also noted that there is no evidence 

before it of any issue with Mrs Willmott’s clinical skills. The panel therefore decided that 

a finding of impairment was not necessary on the grounds of public protection.  

 

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, which 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 

honesty is a fundamental prerequisite of nursing and that public confidence in the 

nursing profession would be undermined if a finding of current impairment were not 

made in this case as a result of Mrs Willmott’s misconduct. The panel therefore 

determined that, in this case, a finding of impairment on public interest grounds was 

required. 

 

Having regard to all of the above, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Willmott’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. 
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Determination on sanction 
 

The panel has considered this case very carefully and has decided to make a 

suspension order for two months. The effect of this order is that the NMC register will 

show that Mrs Willmott’s registration has been suspended. 

 

In reaching this decision, the panel has had regard to all the evidence that has been 

adduced in this case. The panel 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.  

 

Before making its decision on sanction, the panel determined the aggravating and 

mitigating features in this case. 

 

The panel considered the only aggravating feature to be Mrs Willmott’s dishonesty, 

which is an inherently serious issue for a registered nurse. 

 

The panel considered the mitigating features to be: 

• Mrs Willmott’s full admissions to the charges; 

• Mrs Willmott’s full insight; 

• Mrs Willmott has apologised to the parties involved in this matter; 

• Mrs Willmott has no previous regulatory concerns in a career of over 11 years; 

and 

• Personal mitigation in terms of domestic pressures. 

 

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

inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case. Given the misconduct identified, 
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and its finding of current impairment, 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 the SG and noted that Mrs Willmott’s 

misconduct was a one-off incident. The panel also had regard to Mrs Willmott’s full 

insight into her behaviour, as well as her honesty throughout the regulatory process. 

However, the panel further considered that Mrs Willmott sent a forged letter purporting 

to be from a registered nurse to a school. The panel considered that such an action, by 

Mrs Willmott’s own admission, would have a significant impact on the reputation of the 

nursing profession. The panel concluded that such misconduct was not at the lower end 

of the spectrum and that a caution order would be inappropriate in this case. The panel 

therefore 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 Mrs Willmott’s 

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

any conditions imposed must be proportionate, measurable and workable. However, the 

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

formulated, given the nature of the charges in this case. The misconduct identified in 

this case was not something that can be addressed through retraining. Furthermore, the 

panel concluded that the placing of conditions on Mrs Willmott’s registration would not 

adequately address the seriousness of this case and would not uphold the 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 may be appropriate 

where some of the following factors are apparent: 
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• 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 

 

The panel considered that all of the above factors are present in this case. The panel 

determined that, although Mrs Willmott engaged in dishonest activities, she has 

demonstrated sincere remorse and full insight into her behaviour. As such, the panel 

considered that, in this case, Mrs Willmott’s misconduct was not fundamentally 

incompatible with remaining on the register. The panel had no evidence before it that 

Mrs Willmott had repeated this misconduct, and was of the view that there was no 

significant risk that Mrs Willmott would do so in the future. 

 

The panel determined that a suspension order for a period of two months was 

appropriate and proportionate in this case to mark the seriousness of the misconduct.  

 

The panel considered that this order is 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. 

 

The panel further considered whether a striking-off order would be proportionate in this 

case. Taking account of all the information before it, the panel concluded that it would 

be wholly disproportionate. Whilst the panel acknowledges that a suspension may have 

a punitive effect upon Mrs Willmott, it would be unduly punitive in this case to impose a 

striking off order. 

 

In accordance with Article 29 (8A) of the Order, the panel may exercise its discretionary 

power and determine whether or not a review of the substantive order is required.  

Article 29 (8A) states: 
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8A)  If, at the time of making an order under paragraph (5)(b) or (c), the Fitness to 

Practise Committee is satisfied that, with effect from the date of the expiry of 

that order, it will not be necessary to— 

(a) extend the period of the order; 

(b)  vary the order; or 

(c)  make any other order falling within article 29(5), the Committee may 

decide that article 30(1) does not apply to that order. 

Having found that Mrs Willmott’s fitness to practise is currently impaired, the panel bore 

in mind that it determined there were no public protection concerns arising from its 

decision. In this respect, it found Mrs Willmott’s fitness to practise impaired solely on the 

grounds of public interest. The panel was satisfied that the suspension order will satisfy 

the public interest in this case and will maintain public confidence in the profession as 

well as the NMC as the regulator. Further, the suspension order will declare and uphold 

proper professional standards. Therefore, a review of this order is not required.  

 

Accordingly, the current substantive order will expire, without review, two months after it 

comes into force. 
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Determination on interim order 
 
The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor, and was satisfied that an interim 

suspension order is necessary to uphold the wider 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. 

 

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 suspension order 28 

days after Mrs Willmott is sent the decision of this hearing in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 


