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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 
 

Substantive Order Review Hearing 
 

21 February 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Sheila Ann Hunn 
 

NMC PIN:  72D0034W 
 

Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse 

 Adult Nursing (Level 1)- March 1977 
 Adult Nursing (level 2)- March 1974 

 Registered Midwife (Lapsed) 
 Midwifery- August 1978  

 
Area of registered address: England 
 

Type of case: Misconduct 
 

Panel members: Jacqueline Alexander (Chair, lay member) 

Kim Bezzant  (Registrant member) 
Linda Tapson  (Registrant member) 
 

Legal Assessor: Nigel Pascoe  

 
Panel Secretary: Maya Hussain  
 

Mrs Hunn: Not present and not represented  
 

Nursing and Midwifery Council: Represented by Bryony Dongray, Case 

Presenter. 
 
Order being reviewed: Conditions of practice order (12 months) 
 

Fitness to practise: Impaired 
 

  
Outcome: Striking-off order to come into effect on 26 

March 2019 in accordance with Article 30 (1)  
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Service of Notice of Hearing: 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this hearing that Mrs Hunn was not in 

attendance, nor was she represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this hearing was sent to Mrs Hunn on 21 

January 2019 by recorded delivery and first class post to her registered address. It 

arrived and was signed for in the name ‘HUNN’ on 22 January 2019.  

 

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 in accordance with Rules 11 and 34 of The Nursing and Midwifery Council 

(Fitness to Practise) Rules Order of Council 2004 (as amended February 2012) (the 

Rules).  

 

Proceeding in absence 

 

Ms Dongray submitted that no request for an adjournment had been made by Mrs Hunn 

and that she had voluntarily absented herself.  

 

The panel then considered proceeding in the absence of Mrs Hunn. The panel was 

mindful that the discretion to proceed in absence is one which must be exercised with 

the utmost care and caution.  

 

The panel considered all of the information before it, together with the submissions 

made by Ms Dongray. The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

Mrs Hunn had been sent notice of today’s hearing and the panel was satisfied that she 

was aware of today’s hearing. The NMC’s case officer sought confirmation on Mrs 

Hunn’s attendance today. The panel had sight of a telephone note dated 21 February 

2019 between Mrs Hunn and the NMC case officer which stated: 
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“Called Mrs Hunn in regards to her attending the review via telphone but 

she was unwilling to make herself available due to personal reasons. 

She also explained that she no longer wishes to be on the register and 

would like to bring this process to an end. I explained that the panel are 

the only people who can make that decision.” [sic] 

 

The panel therefore concluded that she had chosen voluntarily to absent herself. The 

panel had no reason to believe that an adjournment would result in Mrs Hunn’s 

attendance. The panel further noted that this is a mandatory review as the order is due 

to expire at the end of 25 March 2019. Having weighed the interests of Mrs Hunn in 

regard to her attendance at the hearing with those of the NMC and the public interest in 

an expeditious disposal of this hearing the panel determined to proceed in Mrs Hunn’s 

absence.   

 

Decision and reasons on review of the current order: 

 

The panel decided to impose a striking off order. This order will come into effect at the 

end of 25 March 2019 in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the fourth review of an order originally imposed by a panel of the Conduct and 

Competence Committee on 26 November 2014 for 12 months. This order was reviewed 

and extended on 13 November 2015, on 22 November 2016 and on 6 November 2017.  

The order was varied and extended on 9 February 2018 for a period of 12 months. 

 

The current order is due to expire at the end of 25 March 2019.   

 

This panel is reviewing the order pursuant to Article 30(1) of the Order.  

 

The charges found proved, which resulted in the imposition of the substantive order 

were as follows: 

 
“That you, a registered nurse, whilst employed as a Staff Nurse at Marley 

House Nursing Home: 
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1. On 31 December 2012, failed to administer and/or record the 

administration of Simvastatin to: 

1.1. Resident A 

1.2. … 

1.3. Resident C 

1.4. Resident D 

 

2. On 13 January 2013, failed to administer and/or record the 

administration of Mebeverine Hydrochloride to Resident E. 

 

3. … 

4. On 5 March 2013, failed to complete Resident G’s MAR 

chart to indicate whether Resident G had taken or refused 

Paracetamol and/or Codeine. 

 

5. On 7 March 2013, completed Resident H’s wound chart to 

say that you had changed the resident’s wound dressing 

when you had not. 

 

6. … 

 

7. On 11 March 2013, failed to … record the administration of 

Warfarin to Resident F. 

 

8. On 11 March 2013, signed Resident I’s MAR chart to 

indicate you had administered Clopidogrel to the resident 

which was prescribed for 12 March 2013. 

 

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

your misconduct.” 

 

The fourth reviewing panel determined the following with regard to impairment: 
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“The panel considered whether Mrs Hunn’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. It had no evidence before it regarding any progress made by 

Mrs Hunn towards her remediation since the last hearing. It noted that 

Mrs Hunn had completed a medicines administration course in August 

2015, but has not had the opportunity to put this into practice, as she has 

not been employed as a registered nurse for several years. The panel 

took into account that Mrs Hunn appears to currently be making an effort 

to obtain a position as a registered nurse. The outcome of this effort will 

be of interest to a future reviewing panel.   

  

The panel had some concerns regarding Mrs Hunn’s level of insight, as 

she did not appear to fully understand her current position in terms of 

what is involved in practising under a conditions of practice order. It was 

of the view that this would be very difficult to assess without the presence 

of Mrs Hunn.  

 

The last panel determined that Mrs Hunn was liable to repeat matters of 

the kind found proved. This panel has received no new information that 

would indicate otherwise, and has thus determined that Mrs Hunn is 

liable to repeat matters of the kind found proved. A finding of current 

impairment is therefore necessary on the grounds of public protection.  

 

The panel bore in mind that its primary function was to protect patients 

and the wider public interest, which includes maintaining confidence in 

the nursing profession and upholding proper standards of conduct and 

performance. The panel determined that, in this case, a finding of current 

impairment on public interest grounds is required. 

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Mrs Hunn’s fitness to practise 

remains currently impaired.” 

 

The fourth reviewing panel determined the following with regard to sanction:  
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“The panel first considered whether to take no action, or to impose a 

caution order, but concluded that either outcome would be inappropriate 

in view of the risk or repetition identified and the potential risk to the 

public if Mrs Hunn were allowed to practise unrestricted. The panel 

decided that neither of these outcomes would be proportionate, nor in the 

public interest. 

 

The panel next considered the imposition of a conditions of practice 

order. It was of the view that a conditions of practice order is sufficient to 

protect patients and the wider public interest, noting as the original panel 

did, that conditions could be formulated which would protect patients 

during the period they are in force. It further noted Mrs Hunn’s current 

efforts in applying for nursing positions, which would enable her to 

comply with the current order and make some progress towards her 

remediation.  

Accordingly, the panel determined, pursuant to Article 30(1) of the 

Nursing and Midwifery Order 2001, to make a conditions of practice 

order for a period of 12 months, which would give Mrs Hunn sufficient 

time to apply for, and obtain, a nursing position and demonstrate 

compliance with the conditions of practice order.  

 

Having regard to the nature of the charges found proved, the panel 

decided to vary the current conditions in order to further assist Mrs Hunn 

in gaining and demonstrating the required skills in medicines 

administration and record keeping. The varied order will come into effect 

on the expiry of the current order.  

 

The panel decided that the following conditions are appropriate and 

proportionate in this case: 

 

1. You must undertake and pass a minimum of 3 consecutive 

supervised drug administration rounds and be signed off as 
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competent by a Band 6 nurse or above, nominated by your 

manager;  

 

2. You must undertake and pass a course in record keeping, 

undertake an assessment in the workplace and be signed off 

as competent by a Band 6 nurse or above;  

 

3. You must notify the NMC within 14 days of any nursing 

appointment (whether paid or unpaid) you accept within the 

UK or elsewhere, and provide the NMC with contact details 

of your employer.  

 

4. You must immediately inform the following parties that you 

are subject to a conditions of practice order under the NMC’s 

fitness to practise procedures, and disclose the conditions 

listed here, to them: 

 

a.  Any organisation or person employing, 

contracting with, or using you to undertake 

nursing work 

 

b.  Any agency you are registered with or apply to 

be registered with (at the time of application) 

 

c.  Any prospective employer (at the time of 

application) 

 

d.  Any educational establishment at which you are 

undertaking a course of study connected with 

nursing or midwifery or any such establishment 

to which you apply to take such a course (at the 

time of application) 
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5. You must inform the NMC of any professional investigation 

started against you and/or any professional disciplinary 

proceedings taken against you within 14 days of you 

receiving notice of them. 

 

6.  You must within 14 days of accepting any post or 

employment requiring registration with the NMC, or any 

course of study connected with nursing or midwifery, provide 

the NMC with the name/contact details of the individual or 

organisation offering the post, employment or course of 

study. 

 

7. You must send to the NMC, prior to the review of this 

conditions of practice order, a report from your line manager 

setting out the standards of your performance and 

competence specifically in relation to the administration of 

medicine and record keeping. 

 

A reviewing panel would be greatly assisted by:  

 

- Mrs Hunn’s attendance at the future review hearing; 

- An up to date reflective piece addressing the shortcomings in Mrs 

Hunn’s practice around medicines administration and 

management, and record keeping; 

- Current testimonials from registered nurses regarding Mrs Hunn’s 

performance.” 

 

Submissions 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Mrs Hunn’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. Whilst there is no statutory definition of fitness to practise, the NMC has 

defined fitness to practise as a registrant’s suitability to remain on the register without 

restriction. In considering this case, the panel has carried out a comprehensive review 
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of the order in light of the current circumstances. It has noted the decision of the last 

panel. However, it has exercised its own judgement as to current impairment.  

 

The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it. It has taken account of 

the submissions made by Ms Dongray on behalf of the NMC. 

 

Ms Dongray provided the background of the case to the panel. She submitted that there 

is a clear finding of impairment in this case because the concerns identified in Mrs 

Hunn’s fundamental practice such as medication administration and record keeping 

have not been addressed. Ms Dongray submitted that this is because Mrs Hunn has not 

worked as a nurse for a considerable amount of time and she has not been able to 

demonstrate her ability to practise safely and effectively. As such, the risk of repetition 

remains and therefore Mrs Hunn remains impaired on both public protection and public 

interest grounds. 

 

Ms Dongray invited the panel to consider the new information before it today which 

included the medical reasons as to why Mrs Hunn cannot practise and a telephone note 

dated 22 January 2019 which stated that she would “like to work as a nurse as she 

needs money but felt unable to as she was too old and infirm”. 

 

Ms Dongray submitted that a conditions of practice order is no longer workable in light 

of Mrs Hunn’s health concerns. She therefore invited the panel to consider other 

sanctions that would address the public protection and public interest concerns. Ms 

Dongray reminded the panel that a nurse cannot be held indefinitely on the register 

where there is no hope of remediation. She therefore invited the panel to consider 

whether a striking off order may be appropriate to bring this matter to a final conclusion.   

 

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

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

The panel considered whether Mrs Hunn’s fitness to practise remains impaired. 
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In reaching its decision, the panel was mindful of the need to protect the public, 

maintain public confidence in the profession and to declare and uphold proper 

standards of conduct and performance. It considered that although she had been 

afforded the opportunity to continue practising under a conditions of practice order, she 

was unable to secure employment. It also noted that her health concerns prevented her 

from working as stated in her telephone note with the NMC case officer dated 22 

January 2019. 

 

As such, the panel noted there has been no evidence of remediation which means the 

panel cannot be satisfied that she has addressed the concerns found in her practice. In 

light of this, and for similar reasons as the previous reviewing panel, this panel has 

concluded that there is still a risk of repetition and Mrs Hunn’s fitness to practise 

remains impaired.  

 

Decision on sanction 

 

Having found Mrs Hunn’s fitness to practise currently impaired, the panel then 

considered what, if any, sanction it should impose in this case. The panel noted that its 

powers are set out in Article 29 of the Order. The panel has also taken into account the 

NMC’s Sanctions Guidance (SG) and has borne in mind that the purpose of a sanction 

is not to be punitive, though any sanction imposed may have a punitive effect. 

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

would be inappropriate in light of the risks identified and the lack of engagement by the 

Mrs Hunn.  

The panel then considered whether to impose a caution order but concluded that it 

would be neither proportionate nor in the public interest to impose a caution order. The 

misconduct is too serious in this case. 

The panel next considered the imposition of a conditions of practice order. The panel 

was satisfied that the misconduct found proved was potentially remediable. However, 

the panel determined that in light of Mrs Hunn’s inability to secure employment and 

engage with the recommendations made by previous panels and her health reasons 
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provided in a letter from her doctor dated 16 May 2018, it could not be satisfied that Mrs 

Hunn would be able to comply with a conditions of practice order. Therefore, the 

continuation of a conditions of practice order would not be practical or workable 

The panel next considered imposing a suspension order. The panel noted that although 

Mrs Hunn had shown some insight at the original substantive hearing, it had no new 

information or evidence that her insight had developed further nor has she attended an 

NMC hearing since November 2014. Further, whilst the panel reminded itself that the 

misconduct found proved was potentially remediable, Mrs Hunn has failed to show any 

evidence of addressing the concerns and has failed to demonstrate any further insight 

into the misconduct.  

The panel determined that a period of suspension would not serve any useful purpose 

in all of the circumstances, particularly when considering Mrs Hunn’s consistent lack of 

engagement with the NMC as her regulator and her failure to take action in response to 

the recommendations of the previous panels. It bore in mind that the NMC cannot hold 

a nurse on the register when there is no hope of remediation. It also noted that the 

concerns do not relate to a single incident and therefore a suspension order would not 

be an appropriate or proportionate sanction.  

The panel therefore went on to consider the appropriateness of a striking-off order and 

took into account the following sections of the SG: 

 

Key considerations are: 

 Do the regulatory concerns about the nurse or midwife raise 

fundamental questions about their professionalism? 

 Can public confidence in nurses and midwives be maintained if 

the nurse or midwife is not removed from the register? 

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

patients, members of the public or maintain professional 

standards?  

 

The panel determined that each of these three bullet points are engaged in this case.  
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Accordingly, after considering all the circumstances of the case, the panel considered 

that the seriousness of this case is incompatible with ongoing registration.  The panel 

determined that it was necessary to take action to prevent Mrs Hunn from practising in 

the future and concluded that the only sanction that would adequately protect the public 

and serve the public interest was a striking-off order. 

 

This decision will be confirmed to Mrs Hunn in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination.  

 
 


