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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on
behalf of the Secretary of State

Teacher: Ms Georgina Graham
Teacher ref number: 2355139

Teacher date of birth: 06 October 1977
TRA reference: 22017

Date of determination: 16 December 2025

Former employer: Hunningley Primary School, Barnsley

Introduction

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the
TRA”) convened on 24 November 2025 to 27 November 2025 by way of a virtual hearing,
to consider the case of Ms Georgina Graham.

The panel members were Mrs Shabana Robertson (lay panellist — in the chair), Ms Debra
Vaughan (lay panellist) and Mrs Olayinka Oshoko (teacher panellist).

The legal adviser to the panel was Mrs Luisa Gibbons of Eversheds Sutherland
(International) LLP solicitors.

The presenting officer for the TRA was Mr Mark Millen of Kingsley Napley LLP solicitors.
Ms Graham was not present and was not represented.

The hearing took place in public save that portions of the hearing were heard in private
and was recorded.



Allegations

The panel considered the allegations set out in the notice of proceedings dated 28
August 2025.

It was alleged that Ms Graham was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst working as an Early
Years Foundation Stage teacher at Hunningley Primary School:

1. On or around 17 March 2023, she used inappropriate and/or excessive force in
relation to Pupil A in that she:

a. Pulled and/or lifted up Pupil A from her chair when this was not required;

b. Dragged and/or pulled Pupil A across the floor;

o

Picked up Pupil A when this was not required; and/or

o

. Dropped Pupil A on the floor.
2. On or around 17 March 2023, she:
a. Slammed her hands down on the table in front of Pupil A;
b. Shouted loudly and/or aggressively at Pupil A; and/or
c. Shouted at Pupil A with her [Ms Graham’s] face close to hers.

3. On or around 17 March 2023 in relation to the incident with Pupil A, she continued
to interact with Pupil A despite other members of staff telling her to stop and/or
that they could help.

4. On or around 17 March 2023, she used inappropriate and/or excessive force in
relation to Pupil B, in that she:

a. Grabbed and/or pulled Pupil B by the wrists;
b. Pulled and/or lifted up Pupil B off the ground, and/or
c. Dropped Pupil B on the floor.

In the absence of Ms Graham, the allegations were taken as not having been admitted,
and this case proceeded as a disputed case. The panel also took it as being disputed
that Ms Graham was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may
bring the profession into disrepute given that she was not present at the hearing.



However, the panel noted that Ms Graham has made various admissions in
correspondence as referred to in the Findings section below.

Summary of evidence

Documents

In advance of the hearing, the panel received a bundle of documents which included:
Section 1: Chronology and list of key people — pages 4 to 6

Section 2: Notice of proceedings and response — pages 7 to 12

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements — pages 13 to 33
Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents — pages 34 to 445

Section 5: Teacher documents — pages 446 to 466

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following:

A bundle of documents relating to the presenting officer’s proceeding in absence
application - 16 pages;

Internal TRA correspondence regarding the despatch of the notice of proceedings by
special delivery; and

Tracking information showing delivery on 30 August 2025.

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents within the bundle,
in advance of the hearing and the additional documents that the panel decided to admit.

In the consideration of this case, the panel had regard to the document Teacher
misconduct: Disciplinary procedures for the teaching profession 2020, (the “Procedures”).
Witnesses

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the presenting
officer:

Witness C — [REDACTED]
Witness D - [REDACTED]

Witness E - [REDACTED]



Witness F - [REDACTED]

Decision and reasons
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows:
The panel carefully considered the case before it and reached a decision.

Ms Graham was employed by Hunningley Primary School (“the School”) as an Early
Years Foundation Stage teacher from 1 September 2014. On 17 March 2023, the
School’s [REDACTED] reported two allegations of common assault of Pupil A and Pupil
B to the police. On the same day Ms Graham was suspended, and two police
investigations commenced. In May 2023, the police investigation concluded with no
further action against Ms Graham. On 22 May 2023, the police referred Ms Graham to
the TRA.

Findings of fact
The findings of fact are as follows:

The panel found the following particulars of the allegations against you proved, for these
reasons:

Whilst working as an Early Years Foundation Stage teacher at Hunningley Primary
School:

1. On or around 17 March 2023, she used inappropriate and/or excessive force
in relation to Pupil A in that you:

b. Dragged and/or pulled Pupil A across the floor;

In Witness E’s initial statement she provided to the School on the day of the incident, she
described Pupil A having been upset and overwhelmed with her surroundings, but having
calmed down after Witness F sat calmly with her. She stated that she heard a scream
and turned around to see Ms Graham holding onto Pupil A’'s hand, shouting at Pupil A to
get up whilst Pupil A was visibly very upset and on the floor. She stated that she saw
Pupil A being dragged across the floor by Ms Graham by one hand, “almost like a child
dragging a teddy or a doll along the floor behind them.”

In Witness E’s statement that she provided to the police she stated that, having heard a
scream of “no stop let go”, she turned around to see Ms Graham having hold of either
Pupil A’s hand or wrists, and was dragging her out of the lunch hall. She stated that she
noticed that Pupil A’s bottom half of her body was limp on the floor, and again she made
reference to the similarity of a child dragging a rag doll behind them.



Witness E’s witness statement for the current misconduct proceedings, also referred to
Ms Graham having dragged Pupil A in the same way. She stated that she could not recall
whether Pupil A was being dragged on her front or her back, but that Pupil A was
screaming no, and was visibly upset, kicking her legs, screaming and crying.

The panel also noted that Individual A had stated in her police statement that “Ms
Graham had proceeded to drag Pupil A across the floor, more or less the entire length of
the dinner hall up to the exit” and that Ms Graham had bypassed three long tables in
doing so. Whilst the panel could not place significant weight on this statement, it being
hearsay evidence, the panel noted that her evidence correlated with that of Witness E
and that Individual A had stated this in a withess statement to the police, so she would
have been aware of the severity of the situation for Ms Graham.

Witness F made no reference to Ms Graham dragging Pupil A in the dining hall. Witness
F stated in her initial statement on the day of the incident that in the corridor through to
the nursery Pupil A was put down and pulled along the corridor.

When asked questions during the School’s investigation, Witness F stated that in the
corridor, she could not remember the order but that Ms Graham had moved Pupil A in
various ways, that Ms Graham had one hand and was doing a “pacey walk” so Pupil A
was half tripping, half running so fell and was then dragged. She stated that Ms Graham
picked her up too.

In Witness F’s police statement, she stated that Pupil A was dragged by one hand in the
corridor, and that she also saw Ms Graham having hold of Pupil A by one hand whilst
Pupil A was stumbling and trying to keep up with Ms Graham. She stated that Ms
Graham was quite tall and had long strides, and that Pupil A fell over due to this. She
stated that Ms Graham went through a set of doors and Pupil A was dragged through
across the hard flooring. She stated that the area was not carpeted. She stated that, at
several points, she asked Ms Graham if she needed support and asked her repeatedly to
stop. She stated that Ms Graham did not respond to her at all and just looked at her.

In Witness F’s witness statement for the current misconduct proceedings, Witness F
stated that, in the corridor, there were times when Ms Graham was holding one of Pupil
A’s hands and dragged her, and times when she had two of Pupil A’s hands. She stated
that it seemed that initially Pupil A had been “sort of running” to keep up with Ms
Graham’s pace and her big strides, but she believed Pupil A may have tripped and fallen,
as this then resulted in Pupil A not being able to keep up and being dragged by Ms
Graham. She stated that whilst being dragged, Pupil A’s legs were along the floor and
she was on her front, but that she was also on her back at times as Pupil A was turning
around and kicking out her legs.

In Ms Graham’s responses to questions asked during the School’s investigation she
stated that when she had hold of Pupil A’s wrist and she lay on the floor, she did drag



Pupil A very slightly and gently for around 1 metre. The panel noted that when seeking to
agree a statement of agreed facts, Ms Graham accepted that she used physical contact
to remove Pupil A from the dining hall, but that she could not agree to the word
“‘dragged”. Ms Graham admitted this allegation in response to the notice of referral.

Whilst there was a conflict in the evidence as to whether Pupil A was dragged in the
dining room, the panel noted the detailed description given by Witness F as to the
dragging that occurred in the corridor. Both witnesses gave a sense of Ms Graham using
force by either pulling or dragging Pupil A from the dining room to the classroom. The
panel noted that it is commonplace for there to be inconsistency of individual perceptions
of an incident, but the panel considered the overall picture of events described by
Witness E, Witness F and Individual A and that it was more likely than not that Ms
Graham had dragged and/or pulled Pupil A across the floor.

The panel went on to consider whether this was a use of inappropriate and/or excessive
force.

The panel noted the evidence of Witness E who stated that Pupil A had calmed down a
lot after Witness F had sat Pupil A on her knee. She stated that Pupil A had started to
eat. She stated that she had asked Pupil A if she was alright, having previously seen her
upset. She said that Pupil A had nodded her head, and Witness F, who was sat with
Pupil A had said “yes, thank you.”

The panel noted that Witness F stated that she had gone over to Pupil A who had been
crying “hysterically”, sat Pupil A on her knee, wiped her tears away, gently rubbed her
back and firmly patted Pupil A’s back to regulate her breathing. She stated that this
seemed to calm Pupil A down, and she started to eat some chips. She stated that once
Pupil A had calmed down and was able to eat, she had carried on with the dinner
service.

The panel was satisfied that the witness evidence was consistent that Pupil A had
calmed down. In those circumstances, the panel did not consider that there was any
need to intervene with physical force to prevent Pupil A from causing disorder.

In Witness F’s witness statement, Witness F explained that Pupil A is a child known to
find [REDACTED] and the whole team, including Ms Graham knew this. She stated that
moving from a classroom to the hall was distressing for this child. She stated that as a
team, they knew to check in with Pupil A and use different strategies to help calm her
down. She stated that if a member of staff became overwhelmed, they could ask another
member of staff to take over the situation. She stated that, as a team, they were very
strong at doing that.

In oral evidence, Witness F explained the strategies available to handle a young child
crying in this manner. She stated that she would bend down to the child’s level so that



they are at the same height and offered some gentle touch. She explained that Pupil A
liked a firm pat on the back, and that this would help her breathing. She stated that it
might help to take the child for a walk, to sit her close to a friend or to find an item that
might comfort her.

The panel also considered whether there had been a need to drag Pupil A to prevent her
hurting herself or others. However, the panel considered that the intervention by Ms
Graham had been unnecessary given the witness accounts of Pupil A having calmed, as
well as the alternative strategies available, and the availability of other members of staff
to assist. The panel did not consider that the level of force used was justified in the
circumstances.

The panel considered that in the circumstances, this had been an inappropriate and
excessive use of force.

The panel found this allegation proven.
c. Picked up Pupil A when this was not required; and/or

Witness F stated in her initial statement on the day of the incident that Ms Graham had
attempted to move Pupil A out of the hall, that Pupil A’s feet were off the ground and Mrs
Graham’s hands were under her arms from behind. She stated that Pupil A was then put
on the floor in a foetal position and Ms Graham subsequently began to move Pupil A to
the classroom, picking her up with two hands and taking her out of the dining hall. She
stated that Pupil A was crying “hysterically”, screaming and kicking. Witness F described
that, in the corridor, through to the nursery Pupil A was put down and pulled along the
corridor by Ms Graham. She stated that Pupil A was then picked up by Ms Graham and
put down in the classroom.

When asked questions during the School’s investigation, Witness F stated that Ms
Graham lifted Pupil A 3.5 to 4 feet off the ground. In the corridor, she described that she
couldn’t remember the order, but that Ms Graham had moved Pupil A in various ways,
including by picking Pupil A up. She also stated that Ms Graham had one hand and was
doing a “pacey walk”, so Pupil A was half tripping, half running so fell over and was then
dragged. She also described Pupil A being picked up and “dumped” in the class.

In Witness F’s police statement, she stated that, in the dining hall, she heard a child
scream, looked up, and Ms Graham had hold of Pupil A under her armpits. Ms Graham
lifted Pupil A up and Pupil A’s feet were off the ground. She stated that Pupil A was
screaming “no, no, no”, her arms and legs were kicking, and Pupil A was trying to get out
of the hold. After Pupil A had been put on the floor, and Pupil A had adopted a foetal
position, she described that Ms Graham had carried Pupil A in both hands through the
dining hall doors. She described Pupil A being dragged by one hand in the corridor and



also seeing Ms Graham having hold of Pupil A by one hand whilst Pupil A was stumbling
and trying to keep up with Ms Graham.

In Witness F’s witness statement for the current misconduct proceedings, Witness F
stated that she heard Pupil A scream, looked over and could see Pupil A was no longer
in her seat and that Ms Graham had picked the child up, with her hands underneath Pupil
A’s armpits with the child’s back against her chest. She stated that Pupil A was
approximately two or three feet off the floor and was kicking and screaming. Witness F
stated that she took her eyes off what was happening briefly as she was managing the
pupils she was accompanying out of the dining hall door. She stated that, when she
looked back, Pupil A was on the floor in a foetal position. She stated that as she was
getting the other children out of the hall, Ms Graham passed her holding Pupil A under
her armpits again. In the corridor, she stated that there were times when Ms Graham was
holding one of Pupil A’'s hands and dragged her, and times when she had two of Pupil
A’s hands. She stated that she saw Ms Graham open the classroom door, pick Pupil A
up and drop her on the floor of the nursery classroom.

Witness F reiterated her account in oral evidence to the panel.

Witness E stated that she did not recall Ms Graham picking Pupil A up in the dining room,
she could only recall Pupil A being dragged.

In Ms Graham’s interview for the School investigation, she stated that Pupil A had been
crying loudly, and she thought that it was best to take Pupil A back to class as she was
clearly not happy and could not be consoled. She stated that she tried to encourage Pupil
A with handholding but knew that she may need to carry her. She stated that she lifted
Pupil A down off the stool, and that Pupil A was wriggling and flailing about so she picked
her up to carry her. She stated that she went to lower Pupil A to the ground and Pupil A
wriggled out of her hands, just missing banging her head on the floor. Ms Graham stated
that she did not feel Pupil A was safe so “scooped her up” off the floor as best as she
could. She referred to “scooping” Pupil A up again, trying to hold behind her shoulders to
walk and carry but that it was difficult. Ms Graham stated that Pupil A would not put her
feet on the ground, so Ms Graham raised her hand and held onto Pupil A’'s wrist. She
stated that she was fearful that Pupil A might bang her head on the floor so asked Pupil A
to stand up and walk. She stated that Pupil A refused and was swinging her feet but in
touching distance of the floor. She stated that she attempted to walk with Pupil A, but
Pupil A was floppy and throwing herself about, so she picked Pupil A up again. At the
doorway, Ms Graham said she was concerned about Pupil A banging her head on the
doorway so picked up and carried Pupil A around 5 — 6 metres through the doorway.

In Ms Graham’s statement for the disciplinary hearing, she stated that she needed to
move the child to the nursery for her own wellbeing. She stated that she carried the child
when necessary and verbally tried to get the child to stand and walk on her own accord,
but the child refused.
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In seeking to agree a statement of agreed facts for the current professional misconduct
proceedings, Ms Graham agreed that she had used physical contact to lift Pupil A off her
chair and to remove Pupil A from the dining hall. She admitted this allegation in her
response to the notice of referral.

The panel considered that it was proven that Ms Graham had picked Pupil A up. The
panel then considered whether this was required. The panel noted the evidence of
Witness E who stated that Pupil A had calmed down a lot after Witness F had sat Pupil A
on her knee. She stated that Pupil A had started to eat. She stated that she had asked
Pupil A if she was alright, having previously seen her upset, and that Pupil A had nodded
her head, and Witness F had said “yes, thank you.”

The panel noted that Witness F stated that she had gone over to Pupil A who had been
crying “hysterically”, sat Pupil A on her knee, wiped her tears away, gently rubbed her
back and firmly patted Pupil A’s back to regulate her breathing. She stated that this
seemed to calm Pupil A down, and she started to eat some chips. She stated that once
Pupil A had calmed down and was able to eat, she carried on with the dinner service.

The panel was satisfied that the witness evidence was consistent that Pupil A had
calmed down. In those circumstances, the panel did not consider that there was any
need to intervene with physical force to prevent Pupil A from causing disorder.

Had Pupil A started crying again, in oral evidence, Witness F explained the more
appropriate strategies available to handle a young child crying in this manner. She stated
that she would bend down to the child’s level so that they are at the same height and
offered some gentle touch. She explained that Pupil A liked a firm pat on the back, and
that this would help her breathing. She stated that it might help to take the child for a
walk, to sit her close to a friend or to find an item that might comfort her.

The panel also considered whether there had been a need to pick Pupil A up when she
was wriggling to prevent her from hitting her head on the floor. However, the panel
considered that the initial intervention by Ms Graham had been unnecessary given the
witness accounts of Pupil A having calmed, as well as the alternative strategies available,
and the availability of other members of staff to assist.

The panel considered that in the circumstances, this had been an inappropriate and
excessive use of force.

The panel found this allegation proven.
d. Dropped Pupil A on the floor.

In her initial statement on the day of the incident Witness F stated that Pupil A was put
down in the classroom by Ms Graham and that Ms Graham had left. When asked
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questions during the School interview, Witness F stated that Ms Graham had opened the
classroom door and picked Pupil A up and dumped her in the class.

In Witness F’s police statement, she stated that Pupil A was dropped on the floor in the
classroom.

In Witness F’s witness statement for the current proceedings, she stated that she saw Ms
Graham open the classroom door, pick Pupil A up and then drop her on the floor of the
nursery classroom. She stated that Pupil A was not dropped from a big height, but she
was not fully placed on the floor either. She stated that as Ms Graham turned to leave the
classroom, Ms Graham nodded at her in “a proud way” as if to say, “there we go, that will
teach her.” She stated that Ms Graham had not said those words, but that Witness F had
inferred it from Ms Graham’s body language.

In Ms Graham’s interview for the School’s investigation, she stated that she had put Pupil
A on the carpet, and that she had not abandoned Pupil A, as she knew that there was
another staff member there as a “change of face”.

Ms Graham admitted this allegation in her response to the notice of referral.

The panel noted that throughout this incident, Pupil A was not compliant with being
moved from the hall to the classroom. In those circumstances, the panel considered that
it would have been more difficult to lower the child in a controlled manner, than it would
otherwise be. The panel also noted that the witnesses described Ms Graham having
been in a heightened state, and the panel accepted the witnesses’ description that Ms
Graham was angry at the time (as referred to further below). In those circumstances, the
panel considered that it was more likely than not that Ms Graham had dropped Pupil A on
the floor.

The panel considered that in the circumstances, this had been an inappropriate and
excessive use of force. There were other strategies available, as referred to in the oral
evidence of Witness F, to manage Pupil A’'s emotional upset. There were also other
members of staff available and on hand, who could assist.

The panel found this allegation proven.

2. On or around 17 March 2023, you:

b. Shouted loudly and/or aggressively at Pupil A; and/or

In Witness F’s handwritten statement on the day of the incident she stated that Pupil A
had become upset in the dining hall, and that Ms Graham had walked up to her, bent
down and “at eye level” shouted “stop making that silly noise”.
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She also stated that whilst Ms Graham was attempting to move Pupil A out of the hall,
and was on the ground in a foetal position, Ms Graham had shouted “You do not say no
to adults.”

In responding to questions as part of the School’s investigation, Witness F described Ms
Graham'’s tone of voice when Ms Graham had approached Pupil A as “Loud, aggressive,
shouty. It wasn’t firm.” When Pupil A was subsequently in the foetal position on the floor,
she stated that Ms Graham was close to Pupil A’s ears and shouting.

In Witness F’s police statement, she stated that she overheard Miss Graham shout “stop
making that silly noise.” She stated that when Pupil A was in the foetal position on the
floor, Miss Graham proceeded to lean over and say, “You do not say no to grown ups.”

In Witness F’s witness statement for these proceedings, she stated that Ms Graham had
approached Pupil A and that she had thought Ms Graham would try to calm her down.
However, instead, Ms Graham slammed her hands down on the table, and “screamed at
her really loudly.” She stated that Ms Graham is very tall, but she bent down, got very
close to Pupil A’'s face and shouted, “stop that silly noise”. Witness F stated that she had
been on the other side of the hall and it had “took her breath away”.

In oral evidence, Witness F stated that Ms Graham’s voice can vary depending on the
situation. She stated that it was not unknown for Ms Graham to be quite loud and shout
at the children when incidents are occurring. She stated that when no incidents were
happening Ms Graham’s tone and volume was reasonable.

In Witness E’s initial statement on the day of the incident, she stated that she heard a
scream, turned around and saw Ms Graham holding onto Pupil A’s hand whilst Pupil A
was on the floor. She stated that she heard and saw the anger in Ms Graham as she
shouted at Pupil A to “get up” whilst Pupil A was screaming and crying and visibly upset.

In the statement Witness E gave to the police, she stated that Ms Graham had hold of
either Pupil A’s hand or wrists and was dragging Pupil A out of the lunch hall, shouting at
Pupil A and saying “No, get up.” Witness E stated that Ms Graham sounded very angry
and Pupil A was visibly upset as she was screaming and crying.

In Witness E’s witness statement for the current misconduct proceedings, she stated that
she heard Pupil A scream very loudly, that she turned around and saw Pupil A on the
floor and Ms Graham holding Pupil A’s wrist. She stated that Ms Graham was shouting
“Get up”. She stated that Ms Graham began to drag Pupil A across the floor shouting
“Get up, get up, stand up” and “stop crying” and that Pupil A was screaming “no” in
response.

In oral evidence, Witness E was asked about Ms Graham’s normal tone and volume.
Witness E stated that when Ms Graham had spoken with her on a one-to-one basis, Ms
Graham spoke at a lower tone. She stated that as a teacher, Ms Graham was quite loud
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to make sure the pupils were listening. She stated that, unless Ms Graham was annoyed,
she never had an angry tone. In contrast, during this incident Witness E stated that she
perceived Ms Graham to be very angry by the tone of her voice; she was very loud and
shouting compared to her usual voice. When asked how Witness E knew Ms Graham to
be angry, Witness E stated that it was from the expression on Ms Graham'’s face; her
eyebrows were tensed, her face had gone red. She also described Ms Graham trying to
tower over Pupil A.

In Ms Graham’s interview for the School’s investigation, she stated that she had said “in
a loud, firm voice — not angry - it was a firm approach ‘come on stop making this silly

noise and go back to class.” She stated that she had used a firm, loud voice because it
was so loud in the hall, but it was definitely not an emotion of anger.

In Ms Graham’s statement for the School’s disciplinary hearing, she stated that she was
firm in her manner but not angry.

Ms Graham admitted this allegation in her response to the notice of referral.

The panel noted that the instances that Witness F and Witness E described differed, with
Witness F described Ms Graham shouting whilst Pupil A was seated, Witness E having
heard shouting when Pupil A was on the floor, and whilst Pupil A was being dragged
across the floor, and Witness F having heard it when Pupil A was on the ground in a
foetal position. However, the panel considered that both Witness F and Witness E were
credible in their explanation of how they differentiated Ms Graham’s voice from her usual
voice and described an overall picture of a situation that was fraught and which shocked
them.

The panel considered that it was more likely than not that Ms Graham shouted loudly
and/or aggressively at Pupil A.

The panel found this allegation proven.
c. Shouted at Pupil A with your face close to hers.

In Witness F’s initial handwritten statement on the day of the incident she stated that
Pupil A had become upset in the dining hall, and that Ms Graham had walked up to her,
bent down and “at eye level” shouted “stop making that silly noise”.

In responding to questions as part of the School’s investigation, Witness F stated that Ms
Graham had marched over from the other side of the hall, leant over Pupil A with her
hands down on the table, spread part. She stated that Ms Graham slammed both hands
down on the table and “got right into the child’s face”. She was asked to describe the
tone of Ms Graham'’s voice and responded “loud, aggressive, shouty. It wasn'’t firm.”
Witness F also stated that after Ms Graham had moved Pupil A across the hall, and Pupil
A lay in the foetal position, Ms Graham was close to Pupil A’s ears and shouting.
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In Witness F’s police statement, she stated that she heard Ms Graham shout “stop
making that silly noise”, that she had turned around and could see Ms Graham was leant
over right in Pupil A’s face.

In Witness F’s witness statement for these proceedings, she stated that Ms Graham had
approached Pupil A and that she had thought Ms Graham would try to calm her down.
However, instead, Ms Graham slammed her hands down on the table, and “screamed at
her really loudly.” She stated that Ms Graham is very tall, but she bent down and got very
close to Pupil A’s face and shouted, “stop that silly noise”. Witness F stated that she had
been on the other side of the hall and it had “took her breath away”.

In oral evidence, Witness F explained the strategies available to handle a young child
crying in this manner. She stated that she would bend down to the child’s level so that
they are at the same height and offer some gentle touch. She explained that Pupil A liked
a firm pat on the back, and that this would help her breathing. She stated that it might
help to take the child for a walk, to sit her close to a friend or to find an item that might
comfort her.

Witness F stated in oral evidence that there had been two points when Ms Graham’s face
had been close to A’s face. Firstly, when Ms Graham had approached Pupil A at the
table and had quite loudly said “stop making that silly noise”, and second, when Pupil A
had been in a foetal position.

No other witnesses provided an account of Ms Graham shouting at Pupil A with her face
close to Pupil A’s. In oral evidence, Witness E described Ms Graham trying to tower over
Pupil A when Ms Graham was shouting at Pupil A on the floor. She confirmed that at this
point, Ms Graham had not brought her face close to Pupil A’s and that Ms Graham had
been stood up, whilst Pupil A was on the floor. It was apparent that Witness E was
describing what had happened immediately after Pupil A had left her seat, whilst Witness
F had been describing an exchange whilst Pupil A was still seated, as well as at a
second point after Pupil A had been moved across the hall.

In Ms Graham’s responses during the School’s investigation, she described having used
a firm loud voice, because it was so loud in the hall. She stated that she had said “Come
on Pupil A stop making this silly noise and go back to class”. Ms Graham was asked to
show the proximity of where she was in relation to the child when she said this. Ms
Graham stated that she thought she had bent down to Pupil A’s level but could not be
100% sure.

Ms Graham admitted this allegation in response to the notice of referral.

The panel considered that it was more probable than not that Ms Graham had shouted at
Pupil A with her face close to Pupil A’s. Although this had only been observed by Witness
F, the panel noted that one of the strategies to be deployed with an upset pupil is to be
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on the same level as the pupil, and that it was more likely than not that Ms Graham would
have done this, particularly since Ms Graham thought she had done so. The panel
accepted Witness F’s account that Ms Graham had shouted, since she had heard what
had been said from the other side of the hall. Witness F’s account of what Ms Graham
had said accorded with Ms Graham’s own description of having asked Pupil A to “stop
making this silly noise.” The panel also noted that the withesses described Ms Graham
having been in a heightened state, and the panel accepted the witnesses’ description
that Ms Graham was angry at the time (as referred to above). In those circumstances, the
panel considered that it was more likely than not that Ms Graham had shouted at Pupil A
with her face close to that of Pupil A’s.

The panel found this allegation proven.

3. On or around 17 March 2023 in relation to the incident with Pupil A, you
continued to interact with Pupil A despite other members of staff telling you
to stop and/or that they could help.

In Witness F’s handwritten statement that she prepared on the day of the incident, she
referred to Pupil A screaming “no” whilst she lay in a foetal position, and that Ms Graham
shouted “You do not say no to adults”. Witness F stated that she had said to Ms Graham
“‘Please wait, | can help, | just need to get the other children to the classroom just leave
her there”. Instead, Ms Graham had picked Pupil A up with two hands and took her out of
the dining hall whilst Pupil A was crying “hysterically”, screaming and kicking.

Witness F was asked questions during the School’s investigation. She stated that Ms
Graham had leant over Pupil A and said, “you don’t say no to grown-ups”, that she had
said “Mrs Graham please stop” and offered to help but that Mrs Graham had ignored this.

In Witness F’s statement that she provided for the police investigation she stated that
Pupil A had been in the foetal position on the floor crying and Ms Graham proceeded to
lean over Pupil A and said, “You do not say no to grown-ups”. Witness F stated that she
had said to Ms Graham to “please leave Pupil A there” and that Witness F would sort out
Pupil A when she got back from class. She stated that she started to take the other
children from the dinner hall back to class. Ms Graham then carried Pupil A in both hands
and squeezed past other children in the hallway and through the dining hall doors.

Witness F stated in her witness statement for this professional conduct hearing that she
had been managing the 15 pupils she was in charge of returning to their classroom. She
stated that she looked back and Pupil A was on the floor, curled up in a foetal position,
screaming and crying “no, no, no”. She stated that Ms Graham said to Pupil A “stop
making that silly noise. You don’t say no to grown-ups.” At that point, Witness F stated
that she put her hand up and said “Mrs Graham, just stop there. Leave the child, | will
come and get the child when I've taken these other children back down to class.” She
stated that she felt that she needed to remove as many children as she could from the
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situation and then return to get Pupil A. She stated that she was sure that Ms Graham
could hear her but did not listen.

In oral evidence, Witness F acknowledged that “we are only human, sometimes we find
things difficult and sometimes won'’t be the best person to deal with something because
of our own emotions”. She stated that, in those circumstances, it is better to ask another
colleague to help, so that you can step out and regulate ourselves. She explained that
“‘we can’t support children, when we ourselves are not regulated.” She stated that she
had said “stop” to Ms Graham, and that Ms Graham had looked at her, then looked back
down to focus on Pupil A on the floor.

Witness F’s account was corroborated by that of Witness E.

In Witness E’s statement for these professional conduct proceedings, Witness E stated
that Witness F was at the dining hall door and firmly said “Georgina stop, let me take
her.” She stated that they were supposed to refer to teachers by their surname, but she
specifically remembered Witness F calling her “Georgina” in a firm voice. She stated that
she could not recall Ms Graham’s exact response, but she said words to the effect of “I'm
your boss, I'll do it if | want to do it, you can’t stop me”.

This exchange had not been referred to in Witness E’s handwritten statement that she
provided on the day of the incident. However, Witness E had referred to it in the
statement she gave to the police. She stated that Witness F would also have seen the
incident and explained that Witness F had been stood at the door where the children
were leaving the hall. She stated that she remembered this since as Ms Graham was
approaching the hall doors with Pupil A, Witness F was saying to Ms Graham “Mrs
Graham stop, I'll take her”.

During the School’s investigation, Ms Graham stated that another member of staff had
been walking the other children back to class, and offered to come back to help with
Pupil A. Ms Graham said that she did not accept the help because she felt that it was
important that staff member continue to keep the other children safe and would be the
‘change in face” when she eventually got Pupil A back to her class. She stated that she
only had another three metres to go to get back to the class, so told the other member of
staff that she would “be alright.”

Ms Graham admitted this allegation in her response to the notice of referral.

Given Witness F’s account was consistent with that of Witness E and Ms Graham has
admitted this allegation, the panel found this allegation proven. The panel considered it
more likely than not that the first offer of help had been provided before Ms Graham left
the dining hall with Pupil A.

The panel found this allegation proven.
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4. On or around 17 March 2023, you used inappropriate and/or excessive force
in relation to Pupil B, in that you:

a. Grabbed and/or pulled Pupil B by the wrists;

Witness D explained in oral evidence that after reporting this incident, she was initially
asked to write down what had happened. The panel has seen the handwritten account
she provided that day. This stated that she had been walking Pupil B down the corridor to
the small hall, and that Pupil B had stopped outside the hall, holding her hand. She
stated that she was “giving him a minute” before encouraging him to continue walking.
She stated that Ms Graham walked behind him with no warning and grabbed him by the
wrists.

Witness D explained in oral evidence that she was asked to provide a typed statement,
which she did on 20 March 2023. This statement set out Witness D’s respect for Ms
Graham, and the support Ms Graham had provided to her and referred to the stresses
that Ms Graham had been under due to her workload. Witness D explained that she had
become concerned about the behaviours of Ms Graham in the preceding weeks and
stated that she was concerned that Ms Graham may need more support than she had
been accessing. The statement provided no further details of the incident itself.

Witness D subsequently went on to answer questions during the course of the School’s
investigation. She stated that Pupil B sometimes struggles with [REDACTED] to the
dining hall but, on this occasion, she had been walking with him and he was calm. She
stated that they stopped at the hall door to “re-group because it was loud. We were just
taking a minute”. She stated that Ms Graham looked at Pupil B, took his wrists from
behind and raised them above his head. She went on to state that Ms Graham had put
one hand around each of Pupil B’s wrists and lifted him straight up. She stated that “it felt
forceful and there was no warning given.” She stated that Pupil B’s struggles were known
to staff. She stated that Ms Graham “gets frustrated with him and says he needs to learn
how to behave.” Witness D confirmed that on this occasion Pupil B “wasn’t doing
anything — no one was at risk.”

Witness D’s police statement also stated that Ms Graham had proceeded to grab Pupil B
around both his wrists.

In Witness D’s statement for the current professional conduct proceedings, Witness D
stated that Pupil B had been doing really well, and that she was really proud of him as he
had been “walking very nicely” which was something that Pupil B would usually struggle
with. She confirmed that Pupil B had been known to get quite physical, loud and
disruptive but had not been doing so on this occasion at all. She stated that Ms Graham
came out of the dining room and saw her stood in the corridor with Pupil B. She stated
that Ms Graham had been stood in front of them, so she could see Ms Graham and Ms
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Graham could see her. She stated that Ms Graham shook her head, marched up towards
him, went around them and stood behind Pupil B and then grabbed both his wrists.

In oral evidence, the panel noted that Witness D gave balanced evidence as to what she
had observed of Ms Graham’s behaviour. She stated that she recalled her having a
“really lovely really engaging sensory play moment” with another child “on his level”, but
that two minutes later she “snapped” at a teaching assistant for a cupboard not being
tidy.

The panel found Witness D’s description compelling of how, immediately before the
incident, she had been taking “gentle baby steps” with Pupil B as he would get
[REDACTED] in transitioning between the nursery and the hall. She stated that she had
thought he was “doing really well” such that she thought “we’re onto something here”.
She described Ms Graham as “pre-empting him causing a problem as she might see it,
whereas he was really calm”. She stated that Pupil B had been her responsibility, that he
had been building a relationship with her, and she had been making headway with him.
She perceived that it had felt like Ms Graham was “undoing some of my work”.

The panel noted the consistency of Witness D’s evidence and that she had corrected
details to ensure her account was accurate. The panel noted that when asked questions
during the school’s investigation she had corrected her initial handwritten statement to
confirm that Pupil B had not been dragged, which accorded with how she has described
Pupil B having “dangled” when being held by the wrists.

Witness D confirmed in oral evidence that she had a clear view of the incident. She
stated that she had rushed to keep up with Ms Graham, and had been a couple of steps
behind, having slowed when entering the hall, when there would have been a little more
distance between them. She confirmed that nothing had been obscuring her view.

The panel noted that Witness D had not received positive handling training at the time of
this incident but has subsequently received this training. She explained that her view of
the incident now, is not that different from her “gut feeling” at the time of the incident. She
explained that she has since been taught not to “put strain on the joints” or pull on them.

Witness D also explained that Pupil B had been quite close to the back of the queue for
the hall. She stated that there was nothing around that could have been a potential
hazard for him. She also confirmed that Pupil B would not usually pause before running
off, he would just abscond.

Whilst there were no other withesses of this incident, the panel considered Witness D’s
evidence, which was tested by the panel, to be balanced and credible and the panel
placed significant weight upon it.
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During the School’s investigation, Ms Graham answered questions regarding this
incident. She confirmed that she was aware of Pupil B’s needs explaining that he had
[REDACTED].

She stated that Pupil B would regularly abscond and run down the corridors. Ms Graham
stated that when she was serving lunches, she saw Pupil B in the corridor running. She
stated she assumed he was trying to abscond again, so she dropped what she was doing
and ran to him. She stated that she “grabbed hold of him.” She further explained that she
then realised that her colleague who usually supported Pupil B was stood there, but at
the time she had not been aware of this and could not see her. She explained that she
had made a split-second error of judgement when she saw him running, and that it must
have been on her mind because he had ran off in a previous incident.

In Ms Graham’s statement that she provided for her School disciplinary hearing, she
stated that she thought she had seen Pupil B running off down the corridor, as this was
something he did regularly. She stated that she ran and took a hold of his arms to stop
him running off.

In the present teacher misconduct proceedings, Ms Graham initially provided
representations aligned with her written representations in the disciplinary hearing. In
seeking to agree a statement of agreed facts, she was prepared to admit that she
approached Pupil B and used physical contact to pick Pupil B up as she believed he was
absconding. She agreed that she used physical force and contact in respect of Pupil B
and that her physical intervention with Pupil B was inappropriate. She went on to state
that it was a mistake and inappropriate for the situation. She admitted this allegation in
her response to the notice of referral.

Having placed significant weight on the evidence of Witness D and given Ms Graham’s
admissions made on several occasions, the panel found it proven that Ms Graham had
grabbed and pulled Pupil B by the wrists.

The panel considered that Ms Graham had used inappropriate and excessive force. Pupil
B did not pose any risk to himself or to others when he paused to “regroup” before
entering the dining hall. Ms Graham pre-empted Pupil B’s actions based upon his past
behaviours, rather than assessing the situation.

The panel found this allegation proved.
b. Pulled and/or lifted up Pupil B off the ground; and/or

Witness D explained in oral evidence that after reporting this incident, she was initially
asked to write down what had happened. The panel has seen the handwritten account
she provided that day. This stated that having grabbed Pupil B by his wrists, Ms Graham
let his body “dangle” and “dragged” him into the hall.
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Witness D subsequently went on to answer questions during the course of the School’s
investigation. She stated that after Ms Graham had taken Pupil B by the wrists and raised
them above his head, she picked Pupil B up so his feet left the floor and walked with him
into the hall. She stated that Ms Graham lifted him straight up. She stated that Pupil B
tucked his feet up, but that it was hard to say how far he was off the ground. She stated
that both were facing the way they were walking, but his arms were up above his head,
and his feet were always clear off the floor. She stated that “he was not dragged.”
Witness D stated that she did not see Pupil B’s face as Ms Graham “marched him off”
and that he did not cry but made an “upset noise and shouted to let people know he was
not happy - [REDACTED].”

Witness D’s police statement also stated that Ms Graham had lifted Pupil B of the ground
and then briskly walked into the dinner hall, whilst holding Pupil B in the air by his wrists.

In Witness D’s statement for the current professional conduct proceedings, Witness D
stated that, having grabbed both Pupil B’s wrists, Ms Graham lifted him off the floor and
carried him by his wrists, with his arms above his head into the dining hall. She stated
that Pupil B’s feet were off the ground the whole time, and she believed that Pupil B had
tucked his feet up whilst being carried. She stated that Pupil B had started crying once
Ms Graham had grabbed him by the wrist and picked him up. She stated that Pupil B was
‘IREDACTED]” so she did not know if he was trying to say anything.

The panel considered Witness D’s evidence, which was tested by the panel, to be
balanced and credible and the panel placed significant weight upon it.

Ms Graham provided a response during the School’s investigation in relation to this
incident that when she took hold of Pupil B, he raised his legs.

In Ms Graham’s statement that she provided for the School’s disciplinary hearing, she
stated that Pupil B raised his legs and dangled himself from her hold. She stated that she
quickly walked into the dining room.

In the present teacher misconduct proceedings, Ms Graham initially provided
representations aligned with her written representations in the disciplinary hearing. In
seeking to agree a statement of agreed facts, she disputed that she pulled Pupil B by his
wrists into the dining hall. She agreed that she used physical force and contact in respect
of Pupil B and that her physical intervention with Pupil B was inappropriate. She went on
to state that it was a mistake and inappropriate for the situation.

Ms Graham admitted this allegation in her response to the notice of referral.

Having placed significant weight on the evidence of Witness D and given Ms Graham’s
admissions made on several occasions, the panel found it proven that Ms Graham had
pulled and/or lifted up Pupil B off the ground.
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The panel considered that Ms Graham had used inappropriate and excessive force. Pupil
B did not pose any risk to himself or to others when he paused to “regroup” before
entering the dining hall. Ms Graham pre-empted Pupil B’s actions based upon his past
behaviours, rather than assessing the situation.

The panel found this allegation proved.
c. Dropped Pupil B on the floor.

Witness D explained in oral evidence that after reporting this incident, she was initially
asked to write down what had happened. The panel has seen the handwritten account
she provided that day. This stated that having grabbed Pupil B by his wrists, let his body
“‘dangle” and having “dragged” him into the hall, Ms Graham dropped him on the floor,
stating “you can stay there, on the floor” as Pupil B sat and cried. She stated that Ms
Graham then returned to the corridor to bring her own class in.

Witness D subsequently went on to answer questions during the course of the School’s
investigation. She was asked to describe how Pupil B was put down and answered “With
no warning. She just dropped him. She didn’t prepare him, eg. “Say stand up and put
your legs down.”

Witness D’s police statement also stated that Ms Graham had proceeded to drop Pupil B
on the floor in the dinner hall, then said words to the effect of “you can just stay there
then”.

In Witness D’s statement for the current professional conduct proceedings, Witness D
stated that once in the dining room, Ms Graham dropped Pupil B on the floor, laughed
and said “oh you can stay there then” in a nonchalant way. She stated that Pupil B was
not dropped from a big height but that he was not gently put down either.

As referred to above, the panel considered Witness D’s evidence, which was tested by
the panel, to be balanced and credible and the panel placed significant weight upon it.

Ms Graham stated during the School’s investigation that she put Pupil B down and
apologised to the person supporting him. She stated that as she put Pupil B down, she
was in shock with herself that she had made this wrong decision, and because of this
shock she misjudged putting him down and he fell a little. She stated that she said,
“thank goodness you've just bounced”. She stated that this had not been said in a mean
way, and she told him to go and get his dinner.

In Ms Graham’s statement that she provided for her School’s disciplinary hearing, she
stated that she lowered Pupil B to the floor and as he did so she let go before his feet
had reached the ground and he dropped a few inches. She stated that she immediately
bent over and “checked he was OK” and that she apologised to him.
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In the present teacher misconduct proceedings, Ms Graham initially provided
representations aligned with her written representations in the disciplinary hearing. In
seeking to agree a statement of agreed facts, she was prepared to admit that she did
drop Pupil B onto the floor as she was lowering him down. She agreed that she used
physical force and contact in respect of Pupil B and that her physical intervention with
Pupil B was inappropriate. She went on to state that it was a mistake and inappropriate
for the situation. Ms Graham admitted this allegation in her response to the notice of
referral.

Having placed significant weight on the evidence of Witness D and given Ms Graham’s
admission, the panel found that Ms Graham had dropped Pupil B on the floor.

The panel considered that Ms Graham had used inappropriate and excessive force. Pupil
B did not pose any risk to himself or to others when he paused to “regroup” before
entering the dining hall. Ms Graham pre-empted Pupil B’s actions based upon his past
behaviours, rather than assessing the situation.

The panel found this allegation proved.

The panel found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proved, for
these reasons:

1. On or around 17 March 2023, you used inappropriate and/or excessive force
in relation to Pupil A in that you:

a. Pulled and/or lifted up Pupil A from her chair when this was not required,;

The panel noted that none of the accounts provided any evidence of how Pupil A moved
from her chair to the floor. The only account that potentially described this at all was the
hearsay evidence of Individual A who stated that Pupil A “went limp and fell to the floor”.
It was not clear whether Individual A was describing the manner in which Pupil A left her
chair, or whether this was a description of Pupil A falling to the floor at some other point
whilst she was taken out of the dining room. Furthermore, there was no indication of Ms
Graham'’s involvement in Pupil A having “fell to the floor”.

The panel was provided with evidence that Ms Graham had agreed that she used
physical contact to lift Pupil A from her chair, and Ms Graham admitted this specific
allegation in responding to the notice of referral form.

The panel noted that during the School’s investigation, Ms Graham’s initial response to
the allegation was that the child had escalated to “throwing themselves on the floor”.

In Ms Graham's response to questions asked of her during the School’s investigation, Ms
Graham stated that she lifted the child down off the stool to stand on her own two feet.
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If Ms Graham had lifted Pupil A to the floor, the panel noted this may not have been
required since the witness evidence was that Pupil A had become calm at this point.
However, there was no evidence as to the manner in which Pupil A had been transitioned
from her chair to the floor. Similarly, there was no evidence of Ms Graham’s involvement,
if any, in this, other than the evidence of Ms Graham herself. The panel did not consider
that it had been proven that Ms Graham had pulled and/or lifted Pupil A up from her chair
or that it was a use of inappropriate and/or excessive force.

The panel found this allegation not proven.
2. On or around 17 March 2023, you:
a. Slammed your hands down on the table in front of Pupil A;

Witness F stated in her initial account that Pupil A had been upset in the dinner hall and
that Ms Graham walked up to her, bent down and at eye level shouted “Stop making that
silly noise”. There was no reference in this account to Ms Graham having slammed her
hands down on the table in front of Pupil A. Witness F did, however, refer to this when
she was asked questions as part of the School’s investigation. She stated “She marched
over. She really leant over Pupil A with her hands down on the table, spread apart. She
slammed both hands down on the table and got right into the child’s face.” Witness F
made no reference to Ms Graham having slammed her hands down on the table in front
of Pupil A in the statement she provided to the police approximately two months’ later. In
that statement, she stated that it had been Ms Graham shouting “stop making that silly
noise” that had made her turn around.

In Witness F’s witness statement for this professional conduct panel hearing, she stated
that “Ms Graham approached Pupil A. | thought she would try to calm her down, but
instead she slammed her hands down on the table and screamed at her really loudly.
Georgina is very tall, but she bent down and got very close to Pupil A’s face and shouted
“stop that silly noise”.

In oral evidence, Witness F stated that she had been about 8 — 10 metres away. She
stated that she was shocked at hearing Ms Graham slam her hands down on the table,
that it had been a “really loud noise and quite shocking” and which she had found “very
intimidating to me as an adult”.

Witness E gave oral evidence that it was a scream made by Pupil A that caught her
attention, and when she looked Pupil A had been on the floor. She confirmed that nothing
else had drawn her attention prior to this.

The panel noted that Ms Graham was not asked about whether she had slammed her
hands on the table during the School’s investigation. Whilst Ms Graham has admitted this
allegation in her response to the notice of referral, she did not provide any further details.
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Given that Witness F did not mention this having occurred in her initial account, nor did
she consider it significant enough to have mentioned in her police interview, and since
Witness E who was present at the time did not hear Ms Graham’s hands being slammed
down on the table, the panel considered that there was insufficient evidence to prove that
it was more probable than not that this had happened.

The panel found this allegation not proven.

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that
may bring the profession into disrepute

Having found a number of the allegations proved, the panel went on to consider whether
the facts of those proved allegations amounted to unacceptable professional conduct
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.

In doing so, the panel had regard to the document Teacher misconduct: The prohibition
of teachers, which is referred to as “the Advice”.

The panel first considered whether the conduct of Ms Graham, in relation to the facts
found proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards.

The panel considered that, by reference to Part 2, Ms Graham was in breach of the
following standards:

e Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of
ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by

o treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect,
and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s
professional position

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance
with statutory provisions

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others

e Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and
practices of the school in which they teach...

e Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory
frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities.

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Ms Graham, in relation to the facts found
proved, involved breaches of Keeping Children Safe In Education (“KCSIE”).

The panel considered that Ms Graham was in breach of the requirement to safeguard
and promote the welfare of children, and to ensure her approach was child centred. She
failed to consider what was in the best interests of Pupil A and Pupil B.
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The panel was not satisfied that the conduct of Ms Graham, in relation to the facts found
proved, involved breaches of Working Together to Safeguard Children.

The panel also considered whether Ms Graham’s conduct displayed behaviours
associated with any of the offences listed on pages 12 and 13 of the Advice.

The Advice indicates that where behaviours associated with such an offence exist, a
panel is likely to conclude that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable
professional conduct.

The panel found that the offence of violence was relevant in that the panel had found
excessive force to have been used against two children.

The panel had regard to the age and vulnerability of Pupil A and Pupil B. Despite Ms
Graham being an experienced teacher with appropriate training in reducing challenging
behaviour and positive handling, she used inappropriate and excessive force on two
children who were of [REDACTED] age and had particular vulnerabilities. The two
incidents occurred in close proximity of time, over the same lunch time, and there was no
reflection by Ms Graham after the first incident before she engaged in similar behaviour
with another child. There was evidence that there had been an impact on both children.
Following the incident, Pupil A was observed to be nervous in the dining hall and did not
want to eat, such that she had to be spoon-fed. Ms Graham’s actions undermined the
progress Pupil B had made in transitioning to the dining hall on that day, as well as the
trust that Pupil B had started to develop in those who were aiding his development. As
the Early Years Lead, Ms Graham ought to have been acting as a role model to more
junior colleagues as to the appropriate handling of children and behaviour management
but acted to the contrary — it was her more junior colleagues who instinctively found her
behaviour to be inappropriate and unprofessional.

For these reasons, the panel was satisfied that the conduct of Ms Graham amounted to
misconduct of a serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of
the profession.

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Ms Graham was guilty of unacceptable
professional conduct.

In relation to whether Ms Graham’s actions amounted to conduct that may bring the
profession into disrepute, the panel took into account the way the teaching profession is
viewed by others. It considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents
and others in the community. The panel also took account of the uniquely influential role
that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and the fact that pupils must be able to view
teachers as role models in the way that they behave.
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In considering the issue of disrepute, the panel also considered whether Ms Graham's
conduct displayed behaviours associated with any of the offences in the list that begins
on page 12 of the Advice.

As set out above in the panel’s findings as to whether Ms Graham was guilty of
unacceptable professional conduct, the Panel found that the offence of violence was
relevant.

The panel considered that Ms Graham’s conduct could potentially damage the public’s
perception of a teacher.

The panel noted that in Ms Graham’s statement for the School’s disciplinary hearing, she
stated that “to an observer it may look unpleasant”. Ms Graham ought to have been
mindful of the perceptions of her actions to avoid damaging the public’s perception of a
teacher.

For these reasons, the panel found that Ms Graham’s actions constituted conduct that
may bring the profession into disrepute.

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct
that may bring the profession into disrepute, it was necessary for the panel to go on to
consider whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a prohibition
order by the Secretary of State.

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order
should be made, the panel had to consider whether it would be an appropriate and
proportionate measure, and whether it would be in the public interest to do so. Prohibition
orders should not be given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been
apportioned, although they are likely to have punitive effect.

The panel had regard to the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice
and, having done so, found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely, the
safeguarding and wellbeing of pupils; the maintenance of public confidence in the
profession; and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct.

There was a strong public interest consideration in respect of the safeguarding and
wellbeing of pupils, given the serious findings of using inappropriate and excessive force
in relation to two vulnerable pupils.

Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously
weakened if conduct such as that found against Ms Graham were not treated with the
utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession.
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The panel was of the view that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper
standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against Ms
Graham was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated.

In addition to the public interest considerations set out above, the panel went on to
consider whether there was a public interest in retaining Ms Graham in the profession.
Whilst there is evidence that Ms Graham had ability as an educator, the panel considered
that the adverse public interest considerations above outweigh any interest in retaining
Ms Graham in the profession, since her behaviour fundamentally breached the standard
of conduct expected of a teacher.

The panel considered carefully the seriousness of the behaviour, noting that the Advice
states that the expectation of both the public and pupils, is that members of the teaching
profession maintain an exemplary level of integrity and ethical standards at all times. The
panel noted that a teacher’s behaviour that seeks to exploit their position of trust should
be viewed very seriously in terms of its potential influence on pupils and be seen as a
possible threat to the public interest. Ms Graham breached the trust placed in her to
safeguard two vulnerable, young children in her care.

In view of the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel considered
carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition order, taking
into account the effect that this would have on Ms Graham.

The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition order may
be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proved. In the list of such
behaviours, those that were relevant in this case were:

e serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the
Teachers’ Standards;

¢ misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or safeguarding and well-being
of pupils, and particularly where there is a continuing risk;

e abuse of position or trust (particularly involving pupils);

o failure in their duty of care towards a child, including exposing a child to risk or
failing to promote the safety and welfare of the children (as set out in Part 1 of
KCSIE); and

¢ violation of the rights of pupils.

Even though some of the behaviour found proved in this case indicated that a prohibition
order would be appropriate, the panel went on to consider the mitigating factors.
Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be appropriate or
proportionate.
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There was evidence that Ms Graham's actions were deliberate given the distance over
which she moved Pupil A; given that she continued to use force with Pupil A despite
other staff telling her to stop or that they could help; and also given that she used
physical force in respect of two pupils over the course of the same lunchtime. The panel
accepted that she did not intend to cause any injury, nor was any lasting physical injury
sustained by either child.

There was no evidence to suggest that Ms Graham was acting under extreme duress,
e.g. a physical threat or significant intimidation. The panel noted that some of the
witnesses had spoken of the stresses and frustrations that Ms Graham had complained
of around this time. Witness D stated that she had seen Ms Graham becoming
increasingly stressed and frustrated, and that Ms Graham had told her that she was
working 12-hour days. She stated that she knew Ms Graham often worked through lunch
and never really gave herself a break.

In oral evidence, Witness E referred to Ms Graham having told her that, on the day of the
incidents with Pupil A and Pupil B, [REDACTED]. Witness E explained that she had not
previously mentioned this, but that with the benefit of the passage of time thought it
possibly was relevant. Ms Graham had not mentioned this having been the case and the
panel placed no weight upon it.

Ms Graham did not produce any evidence to demonstrate exceptionally high standards in
her personal and professional conduct or that she had contributed significantly to the
education sector. The panel noted that Ms Graham had made reference to having 20
years’ teaching experience and had worked at the School since 2014.

There was no evidence that Ms Graham had previously been subject to disciplinary
proceedings or warnings.

Ms Graham did not provide any statements testifying to her character or to her abilities as
a teacher. The panel noted that Witness D had said that she had “withessed some
beautiful moments” between Ms Graham and the children. She stated that Ms Graham
“could be so caring and understanding with them and could be so good at engaging them
in quality play and ensuring their needs were met.” She stated that Ms Graham was
“fantastic at interacting with children in the classroom.” Witness D provided a statement
during the School’s investigation referring to having a lot of respect for Ms Graham, and
that Ms Graham was a highly experienced individual, and had been paramount to
Witness D settling in at the School. She stated that Ms Graham had always been
supportive of her. She also stated that she was aware of how hard Ms Graham worked
and the stresses that she was under due to her workload. She described that the
relationships between nursery and reception staff had become increasingly more tense,
with nursery staff fearing upsetting Ms Graham. She also referred to her observations of
Ms Graham handling children without considering their mental state and venting her own
frustrations.
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Witness F stated that she worked well together with Ms Graham about half of the time.
She stated that she admired the knowledge that Ms Graham had, but that it was difficult
to work with her at times. She stated that Ms Graham was particular about the way in
which things should be done, and “if she was not happy about something, she would let
you know”.

Witness E described having a good working relationship with Ms Graham during her
placement, although she was aware that other staff members found it difficult to work
with Ms Graham “because of the way she spoke to them.”

The panel noted that Ms Graham participated in the School’s investigation and provided
a written statement for the disciplinary proceedings. The panel noted that the police were
informed of both incidents, but no further criminal action was taken against her.

Ms Graham’s representative provided some representations on her behalf at an earlier
stage of the proceedings. This stated that Ms Graham did not deny that the incidents
took place but that she did refute they had happened exactly in the way that the
witnesses alleged. The representations went on to explain that Ms Graham suffered
[REDACTED] was unable to attend the School’s disciplinary hearing. Ms Graham had
resigned from her post. It was stated that Ms Graham no longer works in “regulated
activity” and has no plans to do so again. It was stated on behalf of Ms Graham that there
was very little evidence submitted by the School (other than the word of others) that Ms
Graham’s behaviour amounted to the most serious misconduct where prohibition would
need to be a consideration. It was further stated that none of the evidence submitted,
including Ms Graham’s own account, showed that Ms Graham acted in any way that
contravened the guidance on the “Use of reasonable force in schools.”

The panel noted that Ms Graham had admitted that her intervention and handling of Pupil
B was a mistake and inappropriate for the situation. She maintained that she had used
reasonable force to keep Pupil A and other pupils around her in the dining hall safe,
albeit she admitted the allegations.

The panel considered that although Ms Graham made admissions, her insight was
limited as she had sought to justify the level of force used and challenged the
seriousness of her conduct. The panel was not provided with any evidence that Ms
Graham has learnt from these incidents, or how she would recognise and manage a loss
of control in the future. The panel noted that in the School’s investigation, Ms Graham
was asked whether she would have done anything different on reflection with respect to
Pupil A. Ms Graham stated that, in hindsight, she “would have left Pupil A for someone
else to deal with it and not be at risk of losing her job.” The panel was concerned that Ms
Graham had not properly considered other strategies that she might have deployed.
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The panel first considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case with
no recommendation of prohibition, considering whether the publication of the findings
made by the panel would be sufficient.

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, it
would not be a proportionate and appropriate response to recommend no prohibition
order. Recommending that the publication of adverse findings would be sufficient would
unacceptably compromise the public interest considerations present in this case, despite
the severity of the consequences for Ms Graham of prohibition.

The panel was of the view that prohibition was both proportionate and appropriate. The
panel decided that the public interest considerations outweighed the interests of Ms
Graham. The inappropriate and excessive force used against two vulnerable children,
over the same lunchtime period indicated a serious loss of control, which continued
despite another staff member asking her to stop and offering assistance. Ms Graham
ought to have exercised self-control over her own actions. Accordingly, the panel made a
recommendation to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order should be imposed with
immediate effect.

The panel went on to consider whether or not it would be appropriate for it to decide to
recommend a review period of the order. The panel was mindful that the Advice states
that a prohibition order applies for life, but there may be circumstances, in any given
case, that may make it appropriate to allow a teacher to apply to have the prohibition
order reviewed after a specified period of time that may not be less than 2 years.

The Advice indicates that there are certain types of case where, if relevant, the public
interest will have greater relevance and weigh in favour of not offering a review period.

None of the listed characteristics were engaged by the panel’s findings. The panel did not
consider the conduct in this case to amount to child cruelty given that no lasting physical
injuries were sustained.

The Advice also indicates that there are certain other types of cases where it is likely that
the public interest will have greater relevance and weigh in favour of a longer period
before a review is considered appropriate. One of these includes violence.

Given that Ms Graham has challenged the seriousness of the conduct and has presented
no evidence of any training she has undertaken, or any other steps she has taken to
manage a loss of control in the future, the panel considered that there was a risk of
repetition. On the other hand, the panel noted that in both incidents Ms Graham
misjudged the situation, and that this lapse of judgment occurred in a single day. There
was no evidence of repeated similar behaviours over a more prolonged period.

The panel decided that the findings indicated a situation in which a review period would
be appropriate and, as such, decided that it would be proportionate, in all the
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circumstances, for the prohibition order to be recommended with provisions for a review
period after three years.

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State

| have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of the
panel in respect of both sanction and review period.

In considering this case, | have also given very careful attention to the Advice that the
Secretary of State has published concerning the prohibition of teachers.

In this case, the panel has found some of the allegations proven and found that those
proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring
the profession into disrepute.

In this case, the panel has found some of the allegations not proven (including
allegations 1a and 1b), and | have therefore put those matters entirely from my mind.

The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Ms Georgina
Graham should be the subject of a prohibition order, with a review period of 3 years.

In particular, the panel has found that Ms Graham is in breach of the following standards:

e Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of
ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by

o treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect,
and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s
professional position

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance
with statutory provisions

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others

e Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and
practices of the school in which they teach...

e Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory
frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities.

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Ms Graham involved breaches of the
responsibilities and duties set out in statutory guidance Keeping children safe in
education (KCSIE).

The panel finds that the conduct of Ms Graham fell significantly short of the standards
expected of the profession.
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The findings of misconduct are serious as they include a finding of using inappropriate
and excessive force with 2 pupils.

| have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in
the public interest. In considering that for this case, | have considered the overall aim of a
prohibition order which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the
profession. | have considered the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would
achieve that aim taking into account the impact that it will have on the individual teacher.
| have also asked myself whether a less intrusive measure, such as the published finding
of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct likely to bring the profession into
disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the overall aim. | have to consider whether
the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. | have considered
therefore whether or not prohibiting Ms Graham, and the impact that will have on the
teacher, is proportionate and in the public interest.

In this case, | have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect
children and safeguard pupils. The panel has observed:

“There was a strong public interest consideration in respect of the safeguarding
and wellbeing of pupils, given the serious findings of using inappropriate and
excessive force in relation to two vulnerable pupils.”

A prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk from being present in the future.

| have also taken into account the panel’'s comments on insight and remorse, which the
panel has set out as follows:

“The panel considered that although Ms Graham made admissions, her insight
was limited as she had sought to justify the level of force used and challenged the
seriousness of her conduct. The panel was not provided with any evidence that
Ms Graham has learnt from these incidents, or how she would recognise and
manage a loss of control in the future.”

In my judgement, the lack of insight means that there is some risk of the repetition of this
behaviour and this puts at risk the future wellbeing of pupils. | have therefore given this
element considerable weight in reaching my decision.

| have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public
confidence in the profession. The panel has observed:

“Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be
seriously weakened if conduct such as that found against Ms Graham were not
treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the
profession.”
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| am particularly mindful of the finding of using inappropriate and excessive force with 2
pupils in this case and the impact that such a finding has on the reputation of the
profession.

| have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of
all teachers and that the public might regard a failure to impose a prohibition order as a
failure to uphold those high standards. In weighing these considerations, | have had to
consider the matter from the point of view of an “ordinary intelligent and well-informed
citizen.”

| have considered whether the publication of a finding of unacceptable professional
conduct and conduct likely to bring the profession into disrepute, in the absence of a
prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as being a proportionate
response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this case.

| have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Ms Graham herself. The panel
has commented:

“Ms Graham did not produce any evidence to demonstrate exceptionally high
standards in her personal and professional conduct or that she had contributed
significantly to the education sector. The panel noted that Ms Graham had made
reference to having 20 years’ teaching experience and had worked at the School
since 2014.”

The panel has noted that Ms Graham did not provide any statements testifying to her
character or abilities as a teacher but noted some positive comments from Witness D
about Ms Graham'’s interaction with children in the classroom.

The panel has also noted that Ms Graham’s representative had indicated that “Ms
Graham no longer works in “regulated activity” and has no plans to do so again.”

A prohibition order would prevent Ms Graham from returning to teaching. A prohibition
order would also clearly deprive the public of her contribution to the profession for the
period that it is in force.

In this case, | have placed considerable weight on the panel's comments concerning the
seriousness of Ms Graham’s behaviour. The panel has said:

“The panel was of the view that prohibition was both proportionate and
appropriate. The panel decided that the public interest considerations outweighed
the interests of Ms Graham. The inappropriate and excessive force used against
two vulnerable children, over the same lunchtime period indicated a serious loss of
control, which continued despite another staff member asking her to stop and
offering assistance. Ms Graham ought to have exercised self-control over her own
actions.”
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| have also placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning the lack of
insight shown by Ms Graham.

| have given less weight in my consideration of sanction therefore to the contribution that
Ms Graham has made to the profession. In my view, it is necessary to impose a
prohibition order in order to maintain public confidence in the profession. A published
decision, in light of the circumstances in this case, that is not backed up by full insight,
does not in my view satisfy the public interest requirement concerning public confidence
in the profession.

For these reasons, | have concluded that a prohibition order is proportionate and in the
public interest in order to achieve the intended aims of a prohibition order.

| have gone on to consider the matter of a review period. In this case, the panel has
recommended a 3-year review period.

| have considered the panel’s comments:

“The Advice also indicates that there are certain other types of cases where it is
likely that the public interest will have greater relevance and weigh in favour of a
longer period before a review is considered appropriate. One of these includes
violence.

Given that Ms Graham has challenged the seriousness of the conduct and has
presented no evidence of any training she has undertaken, or any other steps she
has taken to manage a loss of control in the future, the panel considered that there
was a risk of repetition. On the other hand, the panel noted that in both incidents
Ms Graham misjudged the situation, and that this lapse of judgment occurred in a
single day. There was no evidence of repeated similar behaviours over a more
prolonged period.”

| have considered whether a 3-year review period reflects the seriousness of the findings
and is a proportionate period to achieve the aim of maintaining public confidence in the
profession. In this case, factors mean that allowing a 2-year review period is not sufficient
to achieve the aim of maintaining public confidence in the profession. These elements
are the serious nature of the misconduct found proven, the lack of full insight and the risk
of repetition.

| consider therefore that a 3-year review period is required to satisfy the maintenance of
public confidence in the profession.

This means that Ms Georgina Graham is prohibited from teaching indefinitely and
cannot teach in any school, sixth form college, relevant youth accommodation or
children’s home in England. She may apply for the prohibition order to be set aside, but
not until 7 January 2029, 3 years from the date of this order at the earliest. This is not an
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automatic right to have the prohibition order removed. If she does apply, a panel will
meet to consider whether the prohibition order should be set aside. Without a successful
application, Ms Graham remains prohibited from teaching indefinitely.

This order takes effect from the date on which it is served on the teacher.

Ms Graham has a right of appeal to the High Court within 28 days from the date she is
given notice of this order.

Decision maker: David Oatley
Date: 17 December 2025

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