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Nursing and Midwifery Council 
Fitness to Practise Committee 

 
Substantive Order Review Meeting 

 
27 March 2019 

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

Name of registrant: Lynn Cathrine Campbell 
 
NMC PIN: 89E0516S 
 
Part(s) of the register: Registered Nurse – sub part 1 
 Learning Disabilities Nursing (level 1)  
 August 1992 
 
Area of Registered Address: Scotland 
 
Type of Case: Misconduct & Conviction 
 
Panel Members: Jane Kivlin (Chair, Registrant member) 

Mary Hattie (Registrant member) 
John Penhale (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Charles Conway 
 
Panel Secretary: Sophie Cubillo-Barsi 
 
 
Order being reviewed: Suspension Order – 6 months 
  
Outcome: Striking off order to come into effect at the 

expiry of the current order in accordance with 
Article 30 (1) 
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Service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel was informed at the start of this meeting that Miss Campbell was not in 

attendance, nor was she represented in her absence. 

 

The panel was informed that the notice of this meeting was sent to Miss Campbell on 18 

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

panel noted that notice of this meeting was delivered and signed for on 19 February 

2019, alongside the printed name of ‘Campbell’.  

 

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).  

 

 

 

 



 

3 
 

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 

expiry of the current order in accordance with Article 30 (1) of the Nursing and Midwifery 

Order 2001 (as amended) (the Order).  

 

This is the fourth review of a suspension order, originally imposed by a panel of the 

Conduct and Competence Committee on 12 January 2017 for 9 months. The order was 

reviewed on 15 September 2017 when that panel extended the suspension order for a 

further period of 6 months. The order was extended for a further 6 months at the second 

review hearing on 22 March 2018. That suspension order was extended for a further 6 

months on 2 October 2018. The current order is due to expire on 13 May 2019.  

 

The 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 employed by HC-One at The Orchard Care Home: 

 

1. Attended duty on 14 August 2015 while under the influence of alcohol; 

 

And that you, a Registered Nurse: 

 

2. On 17 August 2015 were convicted at Alloa Sheriff Court of Drunk Driving 

(breath), contrary to the Road Traffic Act 1988, Section 5 (1) (a); 

 

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

misconduct in respect of charge 1 above, and by reason of your conviction in 

respect of charge 2 above. 

 

The third reviewing panel determined the following with regard to impairment: 
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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. 

 

The panel considered that Ms Campbell’s brief communication, initiated by the NMC, 

gave no evidence of her complying with the recommendations of previous panels. The 

panel considered that the record of the phone notes appears to suggest that Ms 

Campbell does not understand that she has to take positive steps to convince a future 

panel that she has fully reflected on her inappropriate conduct and offending behaviour 

and is no longer impaired. The panel noted that Ms Campbell demonstrated partial 

insight and limited remorse at the original hearing, but also noted that there has been no 

evidence put forward on her behalf that this has developed or that she has grasped the 

potential severity of these proceedings. Although Ms Campbell advised her NMC case 

officer that she “hopes [the hearing]  goes well” she has made no written submissions, 

or otherwise, and has provided no medical evidence, for example, to support her 

personal circumstances as recorded in the phone notes.  Ms Campbell has not 

persuaded this panel that the risk of repetition, of the original concerns, has been 

reduced. In addition the panel has no information in relation to Ms Campbell’s future 

intentions with regard to her nursing practice.  

 

The panel had borne 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 continuing impairment on both public protection and public 

interest grounds is required. 

 

For these reasons, the panel finds that Ms Campbell’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired. 

 

The third reviewing panel determined the following with regard to sanction:  

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

inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and seriousness of the case. The 
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panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public interest to take no 

further action. 

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

would also be inappropriate in view of the risk of repetition identified and seriousness of 

the case. The panel decided that it would be neither proportionate nor in the public 

interest to impose a caution order. 

The panel next considered substituting the current suspension order with a conditions of 

practice order. However, the panel was unable to formulate any proportionate, 

appropriate or workable conditions sufficient to protect patients and address the original 

concerns. The panel had no information from Ms Campbell as to her future intentions in 

respect of her return to nursing or any up to date information in relation to Ms 

Campbell’s insight and understanding of why the public would be concerned about her 

past behaviour and the potential impact of it on patient protection.  

The panel next considered the imposition of a further period of suspension. The panel 

took into account that there had been limited engagement from Ms Campbell, and that 

this only occurred as a result of the NMC’s initiation. The panel noted her somewhat 

limited demonstration of insight and gave very careful consideration as to whether a 

further period of suspension would serve any useful purpose. [PRIVATE] The panel 

therefore considered that there might be health concerns which have impacted on Ms 

Campbell’s ability to properly engage with proceedings. The panel decided that it would 

be fair, in these particular circumstances, to impose a short suspension as a further 

opportunity to enable Ms Campbell to re-engage and provide meaningful information to 

a reviewing panel about her reflections, her future intentions in respect of her return to 

nursing and any medical evidence in support of her current circumstances [PRIVATE].  

The panel concluded that a further six months suspension order would be the 

appropriate and proportionate response and would afford Ms Campbell a final 

opportunity to develop her insight and remediation and re-engage meaningfully with 

these proceedings, should she wish to do so. It would also give her an opportunity to 

gather and provide to the NMC, the information suggested below, in time for the next 

review.  
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Any evidence of: 

 Ms Campbell’s engagement with the NMC proceedings, in writing, and/or 

her request for the next review to be heard at a hearing and to attend the 

review in person or remotely by telephone or video-link. Any written 

communication should include an indication from her of her intentions in 

relation to her future nursing practice. 

 A reflective piece of work that addresses Ms Campbell’s understanding of 

the impact her misconduct and conviction could have had upon patients 

and would have had upon her colleagues and the public’s confidence in 

the nursing profession.  

 [PRIVATE] 

 References/testimonials from any paid or unpaid posts and/or any 

character references/testimonials.  

 

The six months suspension order will come into force at the expiry of the current order.  

The panel fell only very narrowly short of a striking-off order and it wishes to make clear 

to Ms Campbell that she must appreciate that she cannot expect future panels to 

continue renewing her suspension order or to allow her to return to unrestricted practice 

without evidence of insight and remediation and information relating to whether it is her 

intention to return to nursing practice.  

 

 

Decision on current fitness to practise 

 

The panel has considered carefully whether Miss Campbell’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 judgment as to current impairment.  

 

The panel has had regard to all of the documentation before it, including the substantive 

reviewing bundle.  

 

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

 

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. 

 

The panel considered whether Miss Campbell’s fitness to practise remains impaired.  

 

The panel noted that despite the helpful recommendations made by the previous 

reviewing panel, Miss Campbell has failed to comply with any of them. The panel had 

no evidence before it to demonstrate Miss Campbell’s insight or remediation into her 

failings. To the contrary, for some time now Miss Campbell has ceased to engage with 

the NMC in relation to these proceedings. The panel was of the view that Miss 

Campbell has failed to grasp the severity of these proceedings. In light of this, the panel 

could not be satisfied that the risk of repetition of her previous failings was reduced and 

therefore decided that a finding of continuing impairment is necessary on the grounds of 

public protection.  

 

The panel has borne 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 light of Miss Campbell’s non-engagement, demonstrating a total disregard for 

her regulator, the public interest concerns in her case have increased. It therefore 

determined that a finding of continuing impairment on public interest grounds is 

required. 
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For these reasons, the panel finds that Miss Campbell’s fitness to practise remains 

impaired.  

 

Determination on sanction 

 

Having found Miss Campbell’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 revoke the current order, allow it to lapse or to 

impose a caution order. It concluded that these orders would be inappropriate in view of 

the risk of repetition identified and seriousness of the case. The panel decided that it 

would neither protect the public nor in the public interest to revoke the current order, 

allow it to lapse or to impose a caution order.  

The panel next considered replacing the suspension order with a conditions of practice 

order. However, the panel was unable to formulate any workable, appropriate or 

proportionate conditions to protect the public and address the original concerns.  

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

Miss Campbell has not shown remorse for her failings. Further, despite been subject to 

a suspension order for two years, Miss Campbell has failed to demonstrate any insight 

or remediation into the charges found proved. The panel was of the view that 

considerable evidence would be required to show that Miss Campbell no longer posed a 

risk to the public. The panel determined that a further period of suspension would not 

serve any useful purpose in all of the circumstances. The panel determined that it was 

necessary to take action to prevent Miss Campbell 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 Miss Campbell in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 
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