
  Page 1 of 18 

Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Hearing 

29 March 2019 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 61 Aldwych, London WC2B 4AE 
 

Name of registrant: John William Worrall 
 

NMC PIN:  13C0492E 
 

Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – Sub Part 1 

  RNMH: Mental Health – 25 March 2013 

 

Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Conviction 

 
Panel Members: Alison Stone (Chair, Lay member) 

Florence Mitchell (Registrant member) 
Chris Thornton (Lay member) 

 

Legal Assessor: John Bromley-Davenport  
 

Panel Secretary: Maya Hussain 
 
Mr Worrall: Not present and not represented  

 
Nursing and Midwifery Council: Siobhan Caslin, Case Presenter 

 
Facts proved: All 
  

Fitness to practise: Impaired  
 

Sanction: Striking off order 

 
Interim Order: Suspension order (18 months) 
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Details of charge: 

 

That you, a registered nurse,  

 

1. At the Teesside Crown Court on 2 May 2018, were convicted of the following:  

 

a. Making 190 indecent photographs of children between 30 September 2013 and 1 

June 2017 

b. Making 150 indecent photographs of children between 30 September 2013 and 1 

June 2017 

c. Making 573 indecent photographs of children between 30 September 2013 and 1 

June 2017 

d. Distributing indecent photographs on or around 3 June 2016 

 

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

conviction.  
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Decision on service of notice of hearing: 

 

Mr Worrall was not in attendance, nor represented in his absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Mr Worrall on 28 

February 2019 by recorded delivery and first class post to his registered address.  

 

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 

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

to proceed in his absence.  

 

Ms Caslin, on behalf of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC), 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 the information available, the panel was satisfied that notice had been 

served, as advised by the legal assessor, in compliance and accordance with Rules 11 

and 34 of the Rules;: 

 11 (2) The notice of hearing shall be sent to the registrant... 

 (b) in every case, no later than 28 days before the date fixed for  

 the hearing. 

 

 34 (1) Any notice of hearing required to be served upon the registrant shall be 

 delivered by sending it by a postal service or other delivery service in 

 which delivery or receipt is recorded to 

 (a) her address in the register 

 

The panel noted that the rules do not require proof of delivery and that it is the 

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

address.  
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Ms Caslin submitted 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 Worrall 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 proof of delivery and that it is the 

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

address.  

 

Proceeding in the absence: 

 

The panel then considered continuing in the absence of Mr Worrall.  

 

The panel heard the submissions made by Ms Caslin.  

 

Ms Caslin referred the panel to an email from Mr Worrall dated 24 March 2019 in which 

he stated: 

 

 “I will not be attending…” 

 

Ms Caslin therefore invited the panel to proceed in the absence of Mr Worrall on the 

basis that the case concerns serious charges and the public would expect the regulator 

to proceed in the absence of Mr Worrall as it has responsibilities for public protection 

and the expeditious disposal of the case. 

 

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

(No.2) [2002] UKHL 5.  

 

Having read responses from Mr Worrall, the panel decided to proceed in his absence. In 

reaching this decision, the panel considered the submissions of the case presenter, and 

the advice of the legal assessor. It had regard to the factors set out in the decision of 

Jones. It had regard to the overall interests of justice and fairness to all parties. It noted 

that: 

 

 Mr Worrall has confirmed that he is aware of the hearing and will not be attending 

as stated in his email to the NMC case officer dated 24 March 2019; 

 no application for an adjournment has been made by Mr Worrall; 

 there is no reason to suppose that adjourning would secure his attendance at 

some future date;  

 there are serious public protection concerns and a strong public interest in the 

expeditious disposal of this case due to the nature of the charges. 

 

In these circumstances, the panel decided that it was fair, appropriate and proportionate 

to proceed in the absence of Mr Worrall.  

 

Decision and reasons on application under Rule 19 

 

Ms Caslin referred to Mr Worrall’s email dated 24 March 2019 in which he stated: 

 

“I request that the hearing and details of the NMC hearing are held in private due 

to the consequences this has had on my family and the abuse they have 

received. The details of court are already public and they do not need to be 

rehashed at the NMC meeting.”  

 

Ms Caslin referred the panel to Rule 19 which states  

 

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

public. 
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(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  

(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. 

Ms Caslin submitted that Mr Worrall’s request falls under Rule 19 (3). However she 

reminded the panel that the court proceedings were held in public, and this strengthens 

her application for today’s hearing to be held in public. She submitted that this was 

necessary in order for the public to know what action the NMC as a regulator takes in 

the circumstances of where a registrant has a conviction of this nature.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  
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The panel considered Mr Worrall’s reasons for his request for the hearing to be held in 

private and took into account submissions from Ms Caslin. The panel determined that 

the public interest in this case outweighs Mr Worrall’s request for the hearing to be held 

in private on the basis of the possible consequences on his family. It therefore decided 

the hearing be held in public. 

 

Background 

 

The NMC received a letter of referral from North Yorkshire Police on 7 June 2017 

stating that there was a “pressing social need” to consider Mr Worrall’s case because of 

the potential risks to others due to the nursing role he currently performs.  

 

On 1 June 2017, Mr Worrall was arrested for distributing an indecent photograph/ 

pseudo-photograph of a child, and possessing an indecent photograph/pseudo-

photograph of a child. Mr Worrall is said to have provided no comment in the police 

interview and was bailed until 21 June 2017 with the condition that he has no 

unsupervised access to children under the age of 16. 

 

The arrest stemmed from information received from the NCMEC (National Centre for 

Missing and Exploited Children) who uncovered that one Category A indecent image of 

a child had been uploaded from an IP address with the subscriber residing at Mr 

Worrall’s home address. However, numerous devices were seized from Mr Worrall’s 

home address at a later date in June 2017 and were examined for further images. 

During the period of examination, Mr Worrall was released on conditional bail. The 

number of indecent photographs of children involved form the charges in this case. 

 

Mr Worrall pleaded not guilty. However, he was convicted by the Crown Court on 2 May 

2018. Mr Worrall was sentenced on 21 May 2018 to 18 months imprisonment, was 

made subject to a Sexual Harm Prevention order for a period of 10 years under the 

Sexual Offences Act 2003. 

 

Preliminary Issue  
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The panel had sight of Mr Worrall’s email to the NMC case officer dated 24 March 2019 

in which he stated: 

 

“Please show all the documents I previously sent to the NMC to the hearing 

along with this email”. 

 

It therefore requested Ms Caslin to provide an additional bundle with Mr Worrall’s 

responses to the NMC.  

 

Having read Mr Worrall’s responses to the NMC, the panel noted that he had made 

several references to appealing his conviction. It therefore requested that Ms Caslin 

makes enquiries to the NMC case officer, the Crown Court and the Court of Appeal as 

to whether Mr Worrall has appealed his conviction before proceeding to determine the 

facts.  

 

Ms Caslin confirmed that the NMC had contacted the Court of Appeal Criminal Division 

and the Crown Court Office both of which confirm that there has been no appeal. 

 

Application to admit hearsay evidence pursuant to Rule 31 

 

The panel heard an application made by Ms Caslin under Rule 31 of the Nursing and 

Midwifery (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004 (the Rules) to allow the transcripts obtained 

from the Crown Court into evidence which included additional sentencing remarks. She 

submitted this further documentation has not been sent to Mr Worrall.  

 

Ms Caslin referred the panel to Rule 31 and submitted that it would be both relevant and 

fair to admit the further documentation into evidence. She submitted that Mr Worrall was 

present and represented at the Crown Court and therefore putting this information 

before the panel today would cause no unfairness or prejudice to him. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor on the issues it should take into 

consideration in respect of this application. This included that Rule 31 of the Rules 
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provides that, so far as it is ‘fair and relevant,’ a panel may accept evidence in a range 

of forms and circumstances, whether or not it is admissible in civil proceedings. 

 

The panel had regard to the fact that Mr Worrall was not present and had not been 

notified that these documents would be placed before the panel. It determined that it 

would be unfair to admit the further documentation into evidence. It was also of the view 

that any further documentation before it would not add or effect the panel’s decision 

given that Mr Worrall has been convicted and the panel have had sight of his certificate.  

 

The panel concluded that in all the circumstances it would be unfair to Mr Worrall to 

admit this documentation into evidence and declined to do so.  

 

Decision on the findings on facts and reasons: 

 

In reaching its decision on the facts, the panel considered all the documentary evidence 

adduced in this case including the bundle and the responses from Mr Worrall to the 

NMC dated from 2017 to date.  

 

In relation to the finding of facts, Ms Caslin referred the panel to Rule 31 (2) of the Rules 

and invited the panel to have regard to the Certificate of Conviction dated 2 May 2018 

and the transcript of the sentencing remarks from the Crown Court dated 21 May 2018. 

 

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

 

The panel was aware that the burden of proof rests on the NMC, and that the standard 

of proof is the civil standard, namely the balance of probabilities. This means that the 

facts will be proved if the panel is satisfied that it is more likely than not that the 

incidents occurred as alleged. 

 

Having been provided with a copy of the certificate of conviction, dated 2 May 2018, 

obtained from the Crown Court, the panel finds that the facts are found proved in 

accordance with Rule 31 (2) which states: 
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31 (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 

 

In light of the above, the panel found the facts proved, by way of the certificate of 

conviction.   

  

Submission on impairment  

 

Having announced its finding on all of the facts, the panel then moved on to consider 

whether Mr Worrall’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.  

 

Ms Caslin submitted that the matters found proved in respect of the charge were 

sufficiently serious and breached the requirements of standards expected of nurses. 

 

Ms Caslin 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 and are expected at all times 

to be professional and to maintain professional boundaries. 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 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, in paragraph 74 

she said: 
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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.  

 

Mrs Justice Cox went on to say in Paragraph 76: 

 

I would also add the following observations in this case having heard 

submissions, principally from Ms McDonald, as to the helpful and 

comprehensive approach to determining this issue formulated by 

Dame Janet Smith in her Fifth Report from Shipman, referred to above. 

At paragraph 25.67 she identified the following as an appropriate test for 

panels considering impairment of a doctor’s fitness to practise, but in my 

view the test would be equally applicable to other practitioners governed 

by different regulatory schemes. 

 

Do our findings of fact in respect of the doctor’s misconduct, 

deficient professional performance, adverse health, conviction, 

caution or determination show that his/her fitness to practise is 

impaired in the sense that s/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 

medical profession 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 medical profession; 

and/or… 
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d.  

 

Ms Caslin submitted that in this case all elements of a. b. and c. of the above test are 

engaged. She submitted that the conduct in relation to the charge is a serious departure 

from the accepted standards and proper behavior expected of a registered nurse. She 

reminded the panel of Mr Worrall’s repeated lengthy responses to the NMC claiming his 

innocence, repeatedly denying the allegations and blaming others including a named 

colleague and alleging that the entire legal system is a sham, demonstrating that he has 

no insight into the seriousness of his actions. Ms Caslin reminded the panel that the 

Crown Court rejected Mr Worrall’s defence which the judge described as “ludicrous”.  

 

Ms Caslin submitted that there is no evidence before the panel to show that Mr Worrall 

has expressed any insight or remorse in relation to his wrongdoing and therefore the 

risk of the behaviour being repeated remains. She also submitted that the very nature of 

Mr Worrall’s conviction is not easily remediable.  

 

Ms Caslin submitted that a finding of impairment is necessary on the ground of public 

protection. She further submitted that should a finding of current impairment on the 

ground of public interest not be made the public confidence in both the profession and 

the regulator would be undermined. 

 

The panel has accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Decision on impairment: 

 

The panel found that limbs a, b and c of the case of Grant were engaged in this case. 

The panel considered that there was no evidence that Mr Worrall’s conduct had placed 

patients at unwarranted risk of harm in the past. However, it considered that a registrant 

who made and possessed images of this nature was liable to place patients at 

unwarranted risk of harm in the future. The panel came to this conclusion as a result of 

the nature of the images many of which were in Category A, the most serious. 
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The panel considered that Mr Worrall had in the past and was liable in the future to 

bring the nursing profession into disrepute. The making and distribution of images of 

this kind inevitably led to this conclusion. The panel noted the sentencing remarks of the 

Judge, in particular: 

 

“A jury had to endure listening to the depraved chat that you engaged in with 

somebody in a chatroom, and quite frankly, your defence was ludicrous and 

understandably they convicted.” 

 

Offences of the kind identified in this case are very difficult to remediate. There was 

nothing from Mr Worrall which would enable the panel to conclude that any degree of 

remediation had taken place. The panel considered that Mr Worrall’s repeated denial of 

the charges after being convicted by the Crown Court was a clear indication that he has 

no insight. The panel is therefore of the view that there is a risk of repetition and it 

determined that Mr Worrall’s fitness to practise is impaired on the ground of public 

protection. 

 

The panel also considered whether the public interest required a finding of impairment 

to be made in this case. The panel determined that it did. A reasonable and fully 

informed member of the public would expect a finding of impairment to follow such a 

very serious conviction. Any other outcome would undermine confidence in the 

profession and in its regulation. The panel therefore finds that Mr Worrall’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired by reason of his conviction. 

 

Submissions on sanction:  

 

The panel then considered what sanction, if any, it should impose. In reaching its 

decision, the panel considered all the evidence before it, and heard submissions from 

Ms Caslin, on behalf of the NMC.  

 

Ms Caslin invited the panel to impose a striking-off order, so as to reflect the 

seriousness of the matters found proved and the absence of any information as to 

insight or remediation. She addressed the panel on what she submitted to be the 
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aggravating factors in Mr Worrall’s case, and suggested that there were no mitigating 

factors. She reminded the panel that the Sanction Guidance (SG) indicated that ‘the fact 

that the nurse or midwife has not previously received a fitness to practise sanction is 

unlikely to be a relevant consideration in deciding which order is needed to achieve 

public protection’. 

 

Ms Caslin reminded the panel that Mr Worrall has not provided any evidence of insight 

or remediation and submitted that the charges in this case indicate a deep-seated, 

attitudinal problem. It was her submission that Mr Worrall’s actions were fundamentally 

incompatible with ongoing registration.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. He referred it to the NMC’s 

Sanctions Guidance (SG) and in particular to the passages relating to sexual 

misconduct and convictions.  

 

Decision on sanction: 

 

In reaching its decision, the panel 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 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 had particular regard to following paragraphs from the SG: 

 

“Sexual offences including accessing, viewing or other involvement in child 

pornography, which involves the abuse or exploitation of a child. These type of offences 

gravely undermine patients’ and the public’s trust in nurses and midwifes. In the criminal 

courts, some offences of child pornography offences are considered more serious than 

orders. However, in fitness to practise any conviction for child pornography is likely to 

be involve a fundamental breach of the public’s trust in nurses and midwives. 
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Panels deciding on sanction in cases about serious sexual misconduct, will, like in all 

cases, need to start their decision making with the least sever sanction and work 

upwards until they find the appropriate outcome. They will very often find that in cases 

of this kid, the only proportionate sanction will be to remove the nurse or midwife from 

the register. If the panel decides to impose a less severe sanction. They will need to 

make sure they explain the reasons for their decision very clearly and very carefully. 

This will allow people who have not heard of the evidence in the case, which includes 

the victims to properly understand the decision.” 

 

Before making its determination on sanction, the panel had regard to the aggravating 

and mitigating features in this case. 

 

The panel considered the aggravating features to be: 

 

 Mr Worrall’s criminal behaviour was extremely serious and wholly unacceptable 

for a registered nurse; 

 the nature of images many of which were in category A makes Mr Worrall’s 

conviction very serious; 

 the number of indecent images;  

 Mr Worrall has received a custodial sentence;  

 Mr Worrall’s complete absence of remorse or reflection; and 

 Mr Worrall’s criminal behaviour was not an isolated event and occurred over a 

period of approximately 4 years between 2013 until 2017. 

 

The panel noted that although Mr Worrall appears to have had no previous regulatory 

concerns, it referred to the SG and decided that this was not a relatively minor 

consideration given the nature and the seriousness of the case. 

 

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

inappropriate due to the extremely serious nature of Mr Worrall’s conviction which is 

wholly unacceptable for a registered nurse. There are no exceptional circumstances 

that would justify taking such a course of action as it would be insufficient to address the 

wider public interest considerations in this case and would in turn seriously undermine 
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public confidence in the profession and the NMC as a regulator. Furthermore this would 

place no restriction on his practice and hence would not protect the public. 

 

The panel then considered whether a caution order would be an appropriate or 

proportionate sanction. The panel is aware this sanction may be appropriate where the 

case is at the lower end of the spectrum of impaired fitness to practise. The panel is 

satisfied that due to the particularly serious nature of Mr Worrall’s conviction, it could not 

be said that this case was at the lower end of the spectrum of fitness to practise. 

Accordingly, the panel has concluded that a caution order is not an appropriate or 

proportionate sanction as it would allow Mr Worrall to practise as a registered nurse 

without restriction and would therefore be wholly insufficient to protect the public and to 

serve the public interest in maintaining public confidence in the profession and the NMC 

as a regulator. 

 

The panel next considered whether a conditions of practice order would be an 

appropriate and proportionate sanction. The panel is mindful that any conditions 

imposed must be relevant, proportionate, measurable and workable and are generally 

more appropriate where a registrant’s clinical competence has been called into 

question. This is not such a case; no issues have been raised in relation to Mr Worrall’s 

clinical practice, nor would conditions protect patients or the public.  

 

Mr Worrall has been convicted of extremely serious criminal charges committed over a 

long period relating to making and distributing indecent images of children. The panel 

has therefore concluded that there are no conditions of practice that could be 

formulated to address the particularly grave nature of Mr Worrall’s criminal behaviour. 

 

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

appropriate and proportionate sanction. Mr Worrall has been convicted of extremely 

serious criminal offences and his behaviour is a serious departure from the standards of 

conduct and behaviour expected of a registered nurse.  
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Nurses occupy a position of privilege and trust in society and are expected to adhere to 

their Code of Conduct at all times. They must ensure their conduct justifies the trust the 

public places in both them and the nursing profession.  

 

For these reasons the panel has concluded that temporary removal from the register 

would not be an appropriate sanction given the serious nature of Mr Worrall’s criminal 

conviction. The panel noted that Mr Worrall claimed to have appealed against his 

conviction and sentence. If true, it might have been appropriate to impose a 

suspension order to allow the appeal to be heard. However, Mr Worrall had 

submitted no evidence to support this claim. Enquiries by the NMC at Teeside 

Crown Court and at the Court of Appeal Criminal Division had not shown such 

appeal. 

 

The panel determined that Mr Worrall’s criminal conviction is so serious and at odds 

with the role of a registered nurse that it would not be appropriate to allow him to remain 

on the register. The panel noted that Mr Worrall has demonstrated a lack of insight 

into the seriousness of the impact that convictions of this kind have on the 

reputation of the profession.  

 

The panel has therefore concluded that a suspension order is not a sufficient sanction 

to adequately protect the public and to address the wider public interest considerations 

in maintaining public confidence in the nursing profession, nor the NMC as a regulator 

and in the declaring and upholding of proper standards of conduct and behaviour. 

 

For all the above reasons, the panel determined that public confidence in the nursing 

profession and the NMC as a regulator would be seriously undermined if Mr Worrall 

were allowed to continue practising as a nurse. 

 

Balancing all of these factors, and including the risk to public protection that arises from 

making and possessing such images, the panel has determined that the only 

appropriate and proportionate sanction in the particular circumstances of this case is a 

striking-off order. The panel has concluded that this order is necessary to mark the 

importance of maintaining public confidence in the profession and declaring and 
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upholding of proper standards of conduct and behaviour. Furthermore, this will send to 

the public and the profession a clear message about the standards of conduct and 

behaviour required of a registered nurse. 

 

Therefore the panel decided to impose a striking off order. The effect of this order is that 

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

 
Determination on interim order 

 

The panel considered the submissions made by Ms Caslin that an interim order should 

be made on the grounds that it is necessary for the protection of the public and is in the 

wider public interest.  

 

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 in 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 reasons for the interim suspension order will be the same as those detailed in the 

substantive order. 

 

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 Mr Worrall is sent the decision of this hearing in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 
 

 
 


