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A. Introduction 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 8 and 9 December 2014 at 53-55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Miss Anne Egunleti.   

The Panel members were Dr Geoffrey Penzer (Lay Panellist – in the Chair), Mrs Carolyn 

Robson (Teacher Panellist), and Mr Paul Bompas (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Graham Miles of Blake Morgan LLP Solicitors.  

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Mr Ben Rich of Counsel, instructed 

by Nabarro LLP Solicitors. 

Miss Egunleti was not present and was not represented.   

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Miss Anne Egunleti 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  10753 

Date of Determination: 09 December 2014 

Former employer:  Barking Abbey School 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 14 

August 2014. 

It was alleged that Miss Egunleti was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

Whilst employed at Barking Abbey School, on 20 May 2013, whilst teaching a Year 10 

class she: 

1. Picked up a stool/chair and hit a table and/or bench on one or more occasions; 

2. By her actions set out at 1 above caused a pupil or pupils to feel and/or become 

distressed; 

3. Left the classroom leaving pupils unsupervised; 

4. Returned to the classroom carrying a hammer and hit the hammer on a table 

and/or bench on one or more occasions; 

5. Hit the hammer on a table and/or bench in close proximity to a pupil on one or 

more occasions; 

6. Caused damage to the table and/or bench when you hit it with the hammer; 

7. Walked around the classroom holding the hammer, in close proximity to pupils; 

8. By her actions set out at 4, 5 and 7 caused a pupil or pupils to feel: 

a. Distressed, 

b. Frightened, 

c. Intimidated. 

In her response to the Notice of Proceedings, Miss Egunleti admitted the alleged facts 
and unacceptable professional conduct. However, in a Statement of Agreed Facts, Miss 
Egunleti denied a number of facts. The Panel concluded that Miss Egunleti’s admissions 
were equivocal and that the alleged facts should be treated as not admitted.  

C. Preliminary applications 

Miss Egunleti was not present and was not represented. Mr Rich made an application for 

the hearing to proceed in the absence of Miss Egunleti. 

After receiving legal advice the Panel announced its decision and reasons as follows:  

‘The Panel is satisfied the Notice of Proceedings has been properly sent to Miss Egunleti 

and that she is aware of today’s hearing. Miss Egunleti has confirmed in her email of 3 

December 2014 that she is content for the hearing to proceed in her absence. The Panel 

is satisfied that Miss Egunleti has voluntarily waived her right to attend and that no 
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purpose would be served by an adjournment. Accordingly, the Panel has decided that the 

hearing should proceed in the absence of Miss Egunleti.’ 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

 Section 1: Chronology, Anonymised Pupil List and List of Key People, with page 

numbers from 2 to 4; 

 Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response, with page numbers from 5 to 17 

and A1 to A21; 

 Section 3: NCTL witness statements with page numbers from 18 to 40; 

 Section 4: NCTL documents, with page numbers from 41 to 159; 

 Section 5: Teacher documents, with page numbers from 160 to 164. 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept an additional bundle of documents containing 

correspondence between Miss Egunleti and both the NCTL and Nabarro LLP Solicitors 

relating to her attendance at the hearing. The Panel agreed to the admission of these 

documents, which were added to section 2 of the bundle with pages numbers A1 to A21. 

The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

Statement of Agreed Facts 

The Panel was also presented with a Statement of Agreed Facts signed by Miss Egunleti 

on 27 February 2014. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the Presenting 

Officer: 

Pupil B and Pupil D, who were pupils at the Barking Abbey School. 

Witness C, Deputy Head Teacher at Barking Abbey School. 
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E. Decision and reasons 

The Panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

‘We have now carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing and the additional documents admitted. 

On 31 May 2000 Miss Egunleti was appointed as an Assistant Teacher at Barking Abbey 

School. Her employment commenced on 1 September 2000 as a Teacher of Science. By 

May 2013, Miss Egunleti was paid on the upper pay scale, although she had no teaching 

and learning responsibilities. On 20 May 2013 she was teaching a class of Year 10 

pupils. During the lesson, some of the pupils in the class were talking or being 

boisterous. It is alleged that Miss Egunleti picked up a chair or stool and hit the table or 

bench with it. It is alleged that, during the same lesson, Miss Egunleti left the classroom 

briefly to go to the technician’s room and then returned to the classroom carrying a 

hammer. It is also alleged that she then hit the hammer on a table or bench and that on 

one or more of these occasions this was in close proximity to a pupil. Further it is alleged 

that the force of the hammer caused damage to the table or bench and that Miss Egunleti 

walked around the classroom in close proximity to the pupils whilst carrying the hammer. 

Miss Egunleti was suspended the same day pending a disciplinary investigation. 

Following an investigation, a disciplinary hearing was held on 18 September 2013, which 

resulted in Miss Egunleti’s dismissal. 

In considering this case, we noted that, in her response to the Notice of Proceedings, 

dated 19 August 2014 Miss Egunleti admitted the alleged facts. However, in an earlier 

Statement of Agreed Facts dated 27 February 2014, Miss Egunleti denied some 

particulars of the alleged facts. While we recognise that there were amendments to the 

allegations after the date that the Statement of Agreed Facts was signed, this does not 

entirely explain or reconcile some of the differences between the response to the Notice 

of Proceedings and the Statement of Agreed Facts.  In these circumstances, we have 

decided that it would not be appropriate to rely upon the admissions in the response to 

the Notice of Proceedings and we have treated the allegations as not admitted.  

The bundle contains a number of documents referring to matters that are not relevant to 

the allegations before us and we have disregarded the content. 

Findings of Fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

Whilst employed at Barking Abbey School, on 20 May 2013, whilst teaching a Year 

10 class Miss Egunleti: 
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1. Picked up a stool/chair and hit a table and/or bench on one or more 

occasions; 

We find this proved. Miss Egunleti admitted this allegation in the Statement of 

Agreed Facts and we accepted the accounts of the two pupils from whom we 

heard oral evidence, who were credible witnesses. In addition we have given due 

weight to the personal statements of over 20 pupils who were present in the class. 

2. By her actions set out at 1 above caused a pupil or pupils to feel and/or 

become distressed; 

We find this not proved. Miss Egunleti denied this in the Statement of Agreed 

Facts. Although there is clear evidence that pupils were surprised by Miss 

Egunleti’s actions in hitting the table or bench with the stool and the noise that it 

made, there is insufficient evidence that this caused any pupil to become 

distressed. 

3. Left the classroom leaving pupils unsupervised; 

Miss Egunleti admitted that she left the classroom to go to the technician’s room, 

which adjoins the classroom for a period of three to five minutes. Pupils B and D 

suggested that it was no more than two minutes and that they were unsure 

whether the connecting door was closed. In these circumstances we do not find 

that Miss Egunleti left the pupils unsupervised. Accordingly, this allegation is not 

proved. 

4. Returned to the classroom carrying a hammer and hit the hammer on a table 

and/or bench on one or more occasions; 

We find this proved. Miss Egunleti admitted this allegation and we accepted the 

accounts of the two pupils from whom we heard oral evidence. In addition we have 

given due weight to the personal statements of over 20 pupils who were present in 

the class. We have also been presented with photographs of the surface of the 

bench showing marks which purport to be the imprints of a hammer head. 

5. Hit the hammer on a table and/or bench in close proximity to a pupil on one 

or more occasions; 

We find this proved. Miss Egunleti denied this allegation in the Statement of 

Agreed Facts, but agreed that she hit the hammer on a table or bench within about 

one metre of a pupil or pupils. We accepted the accounts of the two pupils from 

whom we heard oral evidence. In addition we have given due weight to the 

personal statements of over 20 pupils who were present in the class and the 

photographs of the surface of the bench and the accompanying plan of the 

laboratory. 
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6. Caused damage to the table and/or bench when she hit it with the hammer; 

We find this proved. Miss Egunleti admits that the damage she caused involved 

leaving dents on the surface of the table or bench. The photographs show that in 

some places the hammer had split the surface of the bench. 

7. Walked around the classroom holding the hammer, in close proximity to 

pupils; 

We find this proved. Pupils B and D described how Miss Egunleti walked around 

the classroom for instance to check pupils’ homework carrying the hammer some 

of the time. Occasionally she banged the hammer on the side bench to get the 

attention of pupils. In their oral evidence, they did not suggest that she was 

carrying it in a threatening manner. In addition we have given due weight to the 

personal statements of over 20 pupils who were present in the class.  

8. By her actions set out at 4, 5 and 7 caused a pupil or pupils to feel: 

a. Distressed, 

We find this not proved. The evidence presented is insufficient to prove that 

any pupil experienced acute or extreme anxiety.  

b. Frightened, 

We find this proved. In her oral evidence Pupil D described how the noise of 

the hammer on the bench behind her was frightening and that she deliberately 

did not turn her head to look until the noise had stopped. Some of the personal 

statements from other pupils also refer to feeling frightened. 

c. Intimidated. 

We find this proved. Based on our findings in relation to 8b and 5, it follows that 

some pupils felt intimidated by Miss Egunleti’s actions. Indeed, we are satisfied 

that it is more likely than not that she deliberately banged the hammer on the 

tables and/or bench in order to gain pupils’ attention and cause them to work 

quietly’. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

‘We are not satisfied that Miss Egunleti’s actions giving rise to allegations 1, 6 or 7, all of 

which we have found proved,  amount to unacceptable professional conduct or conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. As to allegation 1, we accept the account 

given by Miss Egunleti during the school’s disciplinary investigation that she hit the stool 

on the table or bench to get the attention of the pupils in order for them to be quiet. 

Allegation 6 is confined to the minor damage caused to the bench as a consequence of 

the hammer blows. Miss Egunleti’s actions in hitting the hammer are covered by 

allegations 4 and 5. As to allegation 7, our finding is that Miss Egunleti carried the 

hammer in a passive manner as she walked around the classroom checking homework. 
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We are not satisfied that the actions giving rise to allegations 1, 6 or 7, although 

inappropriate, involved misconduct of a serious nature falling significantly short of the 

standard of behaviour expected of a teacher. 

In contrast, we are satisfied that Miss Egunleti’s actions giving rise to allegations 4, 5 and 

8 b and c amount both to unacceptable professional conduct and to conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute. In returning to the laboratory with the hammer, 

banging it on the table or bench and doing so in close proximity to a pupil, Miss Egunleti’s 

actions caused pupils to feel frightened and intimidated. In our judgment, this was 

misconduct of a serious nature which fell significantly short of the standard of behaviour 

expected of a teacher. In making this determination, we concluded that Miss Egunleti’s 

actions breached the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ 

Standards.  

Miss Egunleti did not uphold public trust in the teaching profession and maintain high 

standards of ethics and behaviour by treating pupils with dignity and building 

relationships rooted in mutual respect. 

In addition, Miss Egunleti did not have proper and professional regard for the ethos, 

policies and practices of the school’. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

‘Although we have not had the benefit of hearing from Miss Egunleti in person, we have 

considered the responses given by her when interviewed by the head teacher on the day 

of the incident and during an investigatory interview on 23 May 2013. Miss Egunleti made 

clear that she had regretted her actions and wished to apologise for them. She explained 

them by saying that she wanted to get the pupils’ attention because she was losing her 

voice, but recognised that using a hammer was inappropriate. Witness C in her evidence 

told us that on referring this matter to the Local Authority Designated Officer (LADO) the 

school was advised that the events did not reach the safeguarding threshold and it was 

deemed a school matter.  

Many pupils, including Pupils B and D regarded Miss Egunleti as a good teacher who 

enabled them to achieve good results. This is reflected in the school’s progressing her to 

the top of the upper pay spine.  The pupils confirm that Miss Egunleti had not previously 

behaved as she did on 20 May 2013. The Panel has found no evidence of a deep seated 

attitude that might lead to harmful behaviour in the future. 

We have given due regard to the guidance in ‘Teacher misconduct: the prohibition of 

teachers’. The Panel does not regard the departure from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards to have been a serious one. Furthermore, 

the misconduct did not seriously affect the education or well-being of pupils. None of the 

other listed behaviours considered incompatible with being a teacher were present in this 

case. 
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In these circumstances, therefore, and given Miss Egunleti’s previous good history and 

her acknowledgement that her actions were inappropriate, the Panel has concluded that 

to make a Prohibition Order would be disproportionate, not appropriate and not in the 

public interest.  

Accordingly, we do not recommend to the Secretary of State that she should make a 

Prohibition Order in this case’. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

I have carefully considered the findings and recommendations of the panel in this case. 

The panel have found a number of the allegations proven and have found that some of 

those facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

The panel have considered whether a prohibition order would be an appropriate and 

proportionate sanction. They have balanced the interests of the public with those of the 

teacher and whilst Miss Egunleti’s behaviour is a departure from the Teachers’ 

Standards, it is not at the most serious end of the scale. None of her behaviours were 

considered to be fundamentally incompatible with being a teacher. Miss Egunleti has a 

previous good history, has recognised that her actions were inappropriate, has made 

clear her regret and apologised for her behaviour. 

In the circumstances I agree with the panel that finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is of itself a 

proportionate measure. No prohibition order is required in this case.  

 

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 10 December 2014 

This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 

State.  


