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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
Teacher:   Mrs Rajinder Kaur Bhogal    
 
TA Case ref no:  8469 
 

Date of Determination: 13 June 2012 
 
Former Employer:   Bordesley Green Primary School, Birmingham 
 

 
A. Introduction  
 
A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 12 
– 13 June 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider 
the case of Mrs Rajinder Kaur Bhogal. 
 
The Panel members were: 

Dr Roland Kitchen (Lay Member– in the Chair); 

Mr Robert Cawley (Professional Member); and 

Dr Dena Coleman (Professional Member) 
 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Michael Williams, Barrister. 
 
The Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency was Ms Shannett Thompson of 
Kingsley Napley, Solicitors. 
 
Ms Bhogal was present and represented by Mr Martin Ogilvie of the National Union 
of Teachers. 
 
The hearing took place public and was recorded. 
 
B. Allegations 
 
The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 8 
March 2012, as amended. 
 
It was alleged that Ms Bhogal was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in 
that whilst employed at Bordesley Green Primary School, Birmingham between 
September 2010 and February 2011 she: 

a. used inappropriate language to pupils; 

b. used inappropriate behaviour management techniques; and 

c. displayed prejudiced views of the (sic) religious beliefs. 
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Ms Bhogal denied both the factual particulars of the allegation and that her 
professional conduct was unacceptable. 

 
Application to Amend Allegation 
 
The parties jointly applied to amend the allegation to read as follows: 
 
‘That you are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in that whilst employed at 
Bordesley Green Primary School, Birmingham between 1 December 2010 and 19 
February 2011 you: 

a. used inappropriate language to pupils; 

b. used inappropriate behaviour management techniques; and 

c. displayed prejudiced views of pupils’ religious beliefs.’ 
 
The Panel was satisfied that the amendment could be made in accordance with 
paragraph 4.55. It serves only to better clarify the case against Ms Bhogal and 
causes her no prejudice. 
 
C. Summary of Evidence 
 
Documents 
 
In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents, which 
included: 
 
Section 1 Anonymised Pupil List – page 1 
 
Section 2 Notice of Proceedings and teacher’s response - pages 2 - 8; 
 
Section 3 Witness statements - pages 9 - 18; 
 
Section 4 Teaching Agency documents - pages 19 to 58. 
 
In addition, the Panel agreed to accept 6 testimonial letters provided by Mrs Bhogal, 
although noting that such evidence of character has little relevance prior to final 
stage of the proceedings, should that be reached. 
 
The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of 
the hearing. 
 
Brief summary of evidence given 
 
The Panel heard evidence from Mrs Carole Harris, the Headteacher of Bordesley 
Green Primary School, who investigated the allegations. She gave evidence about 
complaints that she had received, directly or indirectly, from parents of pupils at the 
school and the interviews she had carried out with Pupils A, B and C, which she 
recorded contemporaneously. She was asked about the possibility that the pupils 
had colluded. Her view was that this was unlikely as the interviews took place on the 



 

 

3 

same day and whilst one pupil was being interviewed, a member of staff 
accompanied the pupil or pupils that were awaiting interview. She said that she had 
no reason to suspect that the pupils were anything other than trustworthy. 
 
Ms Harris described the following incidents that had been complained about: 
 

 Pupil A had been sitting in class with his head in hands and was asked by Mrs 
Bhogal how he had developed the habit and whether he had seen his dad do 
the same thing. The pupil also stated that Mrs Bhogal told him to stand up. 

 

 Mrs Bhogal become angry with the class during the course of a religious 
education lesson about Islam because the pupils had corrected her 
knowledge. Pupil A said that, referring to the Kaaba, she had used word to the 
effect of "these stupid dark people worship this dark stupid thing". According 
to the parent of Pupil D, she also described the Kaaba as “this stupid black 
Kaaba”. 

 

 During the same lesson Mrs Bhogal had said "your parents are not good 
enough to teach you about Islam. Your parents are stupid, and I know more 
about Islam", or words to that effect. 

 

 Because pupils were talking in class, Mrs Bhogal said to the class in general 
"you will all go to hell!" 

 

 When a pupil cut their finger whilst using scissors, Mrs Bhogal had said that it 
did not matter as the pupils were all going to go to hell. 

 Pupils had complained to another teacher, Miss Rukshana Bibi, that Mrs 
Bhogal had said things during the lesson about the Kaaba (although she was 
reluctant to repeat that which she had been told) and that Mrs Bhogal often 
shouted in class. Miss Bibi herself had heard Mrs Bhogal had used the words 
"what the hell" when addressing the class. 

 Incidents that took place in January 2011 in which Mrs Bhogal had told Pupil D 
to "rinse his mouth out", which he had then done; and that she had used 
language such as "go to hell” and "shut your mouth, you bunch of hooligans". 

 A parental complaint brought to her by Mr Muhammed Adan, a Somali support 
worker, who had told him that when her daughter had asked the pupil seated 
next to her for help with a task, and in doing so accidently spat on the boy, Mrs 
Bhogal said "that's why you have those spots on your hands, because you 
spit". 

 
Mrs Harris said that although the school is 98% Muslim, members of staff are of 
diverse faiths and there is a harmonious relationship between staff members of all 
faiths. She said that she was not aware of any animosity having been displayed 
towards Mrs Bhogal by pupils, parents or other staff. 
 
She could recall only one previous incident involving Mrs Bhogal that took place 
some years previously, possibly in 2006. That incident involved Mrs Bhogal making 
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inappropriate comments regarding a Muslim book or film that was being discussed 
by a teaching student. Mrs Harris was present when Mrs Bhogal was interviewed by 
the Headteacher in post at the time and was reminded about the need to refrain from 
inappropriate comment. 
 
Miss Zaida Parveen, a colleague at the school, gave evidence of an incident that 
took place on or shortly before 18 February 2011 when Mrs Bhogal addressed two 
pupils with long finger nails in words to the effect that "you have disgusting long 
nails. When you wipe your arse your nails will be full of shit and when you eat your 
food you will be eating shit". She reported that matter to the Deputy Headteacher, 
although that may not have been until some days afterwards. Other than that 
incident she had no reason to have concerns in relation to Mrs Bhogal, other than 
she was sometimes prone to raise her voice unnecessarily. 
 
She said that she was not aware of any animosity having been displayed towards 
Mrs Bhogal by pupils, parents or other staff. 
 
Mrs Bhogal gave evidence in her own defence. She denied the conduct alleged 
against her and that much of that which was said by the pupils had been 
misconstrued, either inadvertently or deliberately. She conceded that she would 
sometimes raise her voice in class and at other times use the Punjabi phrase for ‘be 
quiet’, which her classes understood. 
 
She said that she has no recollection or knowledge of the incident during which she 
is alleged to have said words to the effect of "who do you get that habit from? Did 
you get that from your dad?" and said that she would not use the phrase ‘dark 
people’ as she herself has dark skin. She said that she had made comments about 
hell, but only in a general context when she was asked by a pupil whether she 
believed in hell. However, she conceded that she might have exclaimed ‘what the 
heck’ in relation to an extremely bad smell in the cloakroom. 
 
She admitted that she had made a comment to a pupil about washing his mouth out. 
She said that two pupils were arguing and insulting each other’s mother. When one 
of them admitted to that she said, idiomatically, that he should wash his mouth out 
with soap and water. The class then began shouting at the pupil telling him to do 
that. Although she presented a lesson which included reference to the Kaaba and 
told a pupil who was trying to draw the structure that it was ‘just like a box’. However, 
she denied ever having made any disrespectful or otherwise inappropriate comment 
regarding the Kaaba or any other aspect of the Muslim faith. Neither did she ever 
claim to have greater knowledge of the Muslim faith than the pupils and their 
parents. 
 
In relation to the spitting incident, she said that she had not made a direct comment 
to a pupil that spitting caused spots but conceded that she had said that her mother 
used to say that spitting was the cause of warts. She accepted, with hindsight, that 
she should not have made the comment as it could easily be misunderstood. 
 
She denied that she had called any of her pupils hooligans, but said that she had 
used the term in the context of behaviour at sporting events and, as a joke, went on 
to call the class hooligans because they were making a noise. 
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She said that although they did not always agree, she had a good working 
relationship with Miss Parveen. Accordingly, she was surprised when Miss Parveen 
made a complaint about her. She said that she had not made the comments 
attributed to her by Ms Parveen but recalled talking to the class about the need for 
good hygiene after using the toilet. She said that she did not use – and has never 
used – the word ‘shit’. 
 
She said that, although she tried to get on with Miss Bibi, she felt that Miss Bibi did 
not like her because of her religion. She did not report her concerns and, in the 
course of her evidence, could not point to any particular example in support of her 
view. 
 
She could offer no reason why the pupils might have exaggerated the words that she 
has used. She described some incidents where pupils seemed to target her because 
of her religion – including chanting, one pupil calling her a witch and one who spat in 
her coffee – but could not say whether any of pupils A to D had done that. She said 
that she was treated with respect by parents during parents’ evenings and could not 
point to any incidents of hostility towards her, although there were a number of 
approaches to suggest that she change her religion. However, the only reason that 
she could think of for the complaints having been made was that they were aimed at 
removing a non-Muslim teacher from a predominately Muslim school. 
 
Mrs Bhogal confirmed that other than the incident in 2006, she had an unblemished 
record at the school. 
 
D. 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. We have refused an application made on behalf of Mrs Bhogal for the 

hearing to be held in private and allowed a joint application for the allegation to be 

amended to read as follows: 

‘That you are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in that whilst employed at 

Bordesley Green Primary School, Birmingham between 1 December 2010 and 19 

February 2011 you: 

d. used inappropriate language to pupils; 

e. used inappropriate behaviour management techniques; and 

f. displayed prejudiced views of pupils’ religious beliefs.’ 

We will give reasons for those decisions within our full written determination. 
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Between 1992 and 31 May 2011, Mrs Bhogal was employed as an English 

Additional Language Teacher at the Bordesley Green Primary School, Birmingham. 

She also provided classroom cover for other teachers in the school. 
 
On 10, 16 and 17 February 2011, Mrs Carole Harris, the Headteacher at the school, 
received – directly and indirectly – verbal and written complaints from the parents of 
three pupils at the school regarding the use of inappropriate language, expression of 
prejudicial views and inappropriate behaviour management techniques since 
December 2010. 
 
In consequence, Mrs Harris interviewed three pupils, a classroom teacher, Miss 
Rukshana and Miss Zaida Parveen, Integration Teaching Assistant. 
 
The Panel received statements and heard evidence from Mrs Harris and Miss 
Parveen and were provided with copies of contemporaneous, manuscript notes from 
the interviews with the 3 pupils and Miss Parveen. It heard evidence from Mrs Harris 
and Miss Parveen. 
 
Mrs Bhogal gave evidence on oath in her own defence. 
 
Findings of fact 
 
Our findings of fact are as follows: 
 
It is alleged that between 1 December 2010 and 19 February 2011 you: 

d. used inappropriate language to pupils; 

e. used inappropriate behaviour management techniques; and 

f. displayed prejudiced views of pupils’ religious beliefs. 
 
We have found those factual particulars of the allegation against you proved, for 
these reasons: 
 
In considering the hearsay evidence that has been presented, the Panel has had 
regard to the advice of the Legal Assessor that it has not heard direct oral evidence 
nor had the opportunity to assess the credibility of the maker of the statement or to 
test the evidence by questioning. Accordingly, it has treated the evidence with 
circumspection and had regard to the circumstances in which any hearsay statement 
was made, the extent to which it is supported by or is consistent with other evidence 
and the scope for error or the existence of a reason to be untruthful. 

 

The Panel heard evidence from Mrs Harris that on 7 February 2011 she received a 
telephone call from the father of Pupil A regarding two incidents that had taken place 
in a Year 5 classes. She was told that the incidents had occurred some two weeks 
previously, although Mrs Harris subsequently established that the second incident 
had taken place on 3 December 2010. 
 
The parent said that he had been told by Pupil A that Mrs Bhogal had seen the pupil 
with his hands in his mouth whilst seated on the floor and said words to the effect of 
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"who do you get that habit from? Did you get that from your dad? Does he sit around 
all day doing that?" and made the pupil stand up. The parent also described an 
incident that had taken place during a religious education lesson about the Five 
Pillars of Islam. He said that he had been told by Pupil A that when referring to the 
Kaaba (one of Islam’s sacred sites) Mrs Bhogal had used words to the effect of, "why 
do you dark people worship this stupid black thing?" 
 
Mrs Harris interviewed Pupil A alone the same day. She made a contemporaneous 
manuscript note of the interview (Exhibit 2). Pupil A stated that he had been sitting in 
class with his head in hands and was asked by Mrs Bhogal how he had developed 
the habit and whether he had seen his dad do the same thing. The pupil also stated 
that Mrs Bhogal told him to stand up. 
 
Pupil A also reported that Mrs Bhogal had become angry with the class during the 
course of a religious education lesson about Islam because the pupils had corrected 
her knowledge. The pupil said that, referring to the Kaaba, she had used words to 
the effect of "these stupid dark people worship this dark stupid thing". 
 
Because of what she had been told by Pupil A, on 7 February 2011 Mrs Harris 
interviewed two other pupils who were in the religious education class at the time of 
the reported incident. She made contemporaneous manuscript notes of the 
interviews (Exhibits 3 and 4). Amongst other matters, Pupil B disclosed that Mrs 
Bhogal said "your parents are not good enough to teach you about Islam. Your 
parents are stupid, and I know more about Islam" and “You are all going to go to hell 
because you are all disrespectful and stupid.” Pupil C stated that because pupils 
were talking in class, Mrs Bhogal said to the class in general "you will all go to hell!". 
The pupil also said that one of the other pupils in the class had cut their finger whilst 
using scissors, in response to which Mrs Bhogal had said that it did not matter as the 
pupils were all going to go to hell. 

Mrs Harris was asked about the possibility that the pupils had colluded. Her view was 
that this was unlikely as the interviews took place on the same day and whilst one 
pupil was being interviewed, a member of staff accompanied the pupil or pupils that 
were awaiting interview. 

On 9 February 2011, Mrs Harris interviewed Miss Rukshana Bibi, a classroom 
teacher. Mrs Harris’s personal assistant, Mrs Jill Blower, made a contemporaneous 
manuscript note of the interview (Exhibit 6). Whilst she was not present during the 
course of either of the lessons in question, Miss Bibi informed Mrs Harris some of the 
pupils had approached her on 4 February 2011 to make complaints about Mrs 
Bhogal. Miss Bibi said that those pupils had advised her that Mrs Bhogal had said 
things during the lesson about the Kaaba, although she was reluctant to repeat what 
she had been told. However, Miss Bibi did say that the pupils had told her that Mrs 
Bhogal often shouted in class and that she herself recalled an incident where Mrs 
Bhogal had used the words "what the hell" when addressing the class. 

On 17 February 2011, Mrs Harris received a letter of complaint from the parent of 
Pupil D with regard to three matters: that in January 2011 Mrs Bhogal had told Pupil 
A to "rinse his mouth out", which he had then done; that she had   made  
inappropriate comments about the Kaaba at a time when she was using the internet 
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to search for a picture of the building; and that she had used language such as "go to 
hell” and "shut your mouth, you bunch of hooligans". 

Also on the same day, Mrs Harris was approached by Mr Muhammed Adan, a Somali 
support worker, who told her that he had been approached by the parent of Pupil E at 
the parents’ evening held on 16 February 2011. The parent had complained that 
when her daughter had asked the pupil seated next to her for help with a task, and in 
doing so accidently spat on the boy, Mrs Bhogal said "that's why you have those 
spots on your hands, because you spit". Mrs Harris made a contemporaneous 
manuscript note of that conversation (Exhibit 10). 

Miss Zaida Parveen, an Integration Teaching Assistant with particular responsibility 
for pupils with special educational needs, gave evidence that on or about 18 
February 2011; she was assisting Mrs Bhogal with a Year 
3 class. Mrs Bhogal noted that two of the male pupils at the table had long finger 
nails and that she said words to the effect that "you have disgusting long 
nails. When you wipe your arse your nails will be full of shit and when you eat your 
food you will be eating shit". Although Miss Parveen did not say anything to Mrs 
Bhogal, she reported the incident to Mrs Ann McEvoy, the school’s Deputy 
Headteacher at the end of the school day. She confirmed that the manuscript note 
dated 18 February 2011 (Exhibit 11) as accurately recording her report. 
 
The Panel found both Mrs Harris and Miss Parveen to be credible witnesses, 
unshaken in cross examination and with no apparent reason to be untruthful 
(although it put from its mind the evidence of opinion expressed by the latter). Much 
of Mrs Harris’s evidence was supported by contemporaneous notes of interview or 
other documentary evidence. Pupils A, B and C were interviewed separately by Mrs 
Harris on the same day and hence there was little, if any, opportunity for them to 
have colluded with each other. She said that she had no reason to suspect that the 
pupils were anything other than trustworthy. 
 
The Panel has treated the hearsay evidence from the pupils and parents with 
circumspection – the more so the further removed it was from the event – and had 
regard to the circumstances in which any hearsay statement was made, the extent to 
which it is supported by or is consistent with other evidence and the scope for error 
or the existence of a reason to be untruthful. It noted that there was support to be 
found for what was said to have been reported to Mrs Harris by the pupils contained 
within those reports and also in what was said by Miss Bibi in her interview and by 
Miss Parveen in evidence before the panel. 
 
Mrs Bhogal gave evidence in her own defence. She denied the conduct alleged 
against her and that much of that which was said by the pupils had been 
misconstrued, either inadvertently or deliberately. She conceded that she would 
sometimes raise her voice in class and at other times used the Punjabi phrase for 
‘be quiet’, which her classes understood. 
 
She said that she had no recollection or knowledge of the incident during which she 
is alleged to have said words to the effect of "who do you get that habit from? Did 
you get that from your dad? Does he sit around all day doing that?" and said that she 
would not use the phrase ‘dark people’ as she herself has dark skin. She said that 
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she had made comments about hell, but only in a general context when she was 
asked by a pupil whether she believed in hell. However, she conceded that she 
might have exclaimed ‘what the heck’ in relation to an extremely bad smell in the 
cloakroom. 
 
She admitted that she had made a comment to a pupil about washing his mouth out. 
She said that two pupils were arguing and insulting each other’s mother. When one 
of them admitted to that she said, idiomatically, that he should wash his mouth out 
with soap and water. She said that the class then began shouting at the pupil telling 
him to do that. The Panel found her evidence on this point to be disingenuous and in 
any event, after being asked a number of times both by the Presenting Officer and 
the Panel, admitted that the comment was inappropriate. Although she presented a 
lesson which included reference to the Kaaba and told a pupil who was trying to 
draw the structure that it was ‘just like a box’, she denied ever having made any 
disrespectful or otherwise inappropriate comment regarding the Kaaba or any other 
aspect of the Muslim faith. Neither did she ever claim to have greater knowledge of 
the Muslim faith than the pupils and their parents. 
 
In relation to the spitting incident, she said that she had not made a direct comment 
to a pupil that spitting caused spots but conceded that she had said that her mother 
used to say that spitting was the cause of warts. She accepted, with hindsight, that 
she should not have made the comment as it could easily be misunderstood. 
 
She denied that she had called any of her pupils hooligans, but said that she had 
used the term in the context of behaviour at sporting events and, as a joke, went on 
to call the class hooligans because they were making a noise. 
 
She said that although they did not always agree, she had a good working 
relationship with Miss Parveen. Accordingly, she was surprised when Miss Parveen 
made a complaint about her. She said that she had not made the comments 
attributed to her by Miss Parveen but recalled talking to the class about the need for 
good hygiene after using the toilet. She said that she did not use – and has never 
used – the word ‘shit’. 
 
She said that, although she tried to get on with Miss Bibi, she felt that Miss Bibi did 
not like her because of her religion. She did not report her concerns and, in the 
course of her evidence, could not point to any particular example in support of her 
view. 
 
She could offer no reason why the pupils might have exaggerated the words that she 
has used. She described some incidents where pupils seemed to target her because 
of her religion – including chanting, one pupil calling her a witch and one who spat in 
her coffee – but could not say whether any of pupils A to D had done that. She said 
that she was treated with respect by parents during parents’ evenings and could not 
point to any incidents of hostility towards her, although there were a number of 
approaches to suggest that she change her religion. However, the only reason that 
she could think of for the complaints having been made was that they were aimed at 
removing a non-Muslim teacher from a predominately Muslim school. 
The Panel had regard to the fact that other than the incident in 2006, Mrs Bhogal had 
an unblemished record at the school. Nonetheless, the Panel found her to be a less 
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than credible witness. The Panel was concerned that her memory was selective and 
that the versions of events that she gave in an attempt to explain why her comments 
might have been understood or taken out of context were not believable. 

There was no credible evidence presented the Panel that would lead it to suspect 
that Mrs Bhogal may have been the subject of an orchestrated campaign by pupils, 
parents or staff to damage her reputation. 

The Panel is satisfied, on the balance of probabilities that the following incidents took 
place between 1 December 2010 and 19 February 2011: 

1. That Mrs Bhogal made a comment to a pupil sitting with head in hands to the 
effect "who do you get that habit from? Does your Dad do that?”. In that 
regard, the Panel preferred the evidence of what was said by Pupil A in 
interview to what was said by his father at the time of the complaint.  However, 
the Panel is not satisfied that by making such a comment, Mrs Bhogal used 
inappropriate language or behaviour management techniques, or displayed 
prejudiced views of pupils’ religious beliefs. 

2. That Mrs Bhogal made a comment or comments to the effect that Muslims are 
‘stupid’ people. It is not satisfied that she referred to Muslims as “stupid dark 
people”. The Panel is satisfied that, in making such a comment, Mrs Bhogal 
both used inappropriate language and displayed prejudiced views of pupils’ 
religious beliefs. 

3. The Panel is satisfied that on more than one occasion Mrs Bhogal used terms 
such as “go to hell” and/or “you’ll go to hell”. The Panel is satisfied that, in 
making such a comment, Mrs Bhogal used inappropriate language. 

4. The Panel is satisfied that in the course of a religious education lesson, Mrs 
Bhogal made a disparaging comment about the Kaaba, describing it either as 
a “stupid big black box”, a “dark stupid thing” or something similar. The Panel 
is satisfied that, in making such a comment, Mrs Bhogal both used 
inappropriate language and displayed prejudiced views of pupils’ religious 
beliefs. 

5. The Panel is satisfied that Mrs Bhogal told a pupil to “rinse his mouth out with 
water” or “to rinse his mouth out with soap and water”. She has admitted 
making such a comment. The Panel does not accept that Mrs Bhogal used 
those words intending that they should be taken literally, as she claims. The 
Panel is satisfied that by making such a comment, Mrs Bhogal used 
inappropriate behaviour management techniques 

6. The Panel is satisfied that Mrs Bhogal told a pupil that spitting causes spots; or 
perhaps, as is claimed by her, warts. In either event, the Panel is not satisfied 
that by making such a comment, Mrs Bhogal used inappropriate language or 
behaviour management techniques, or displayed prejudiced views of pupils’ 
religious beliefs. 

7. The Panel is satisfied that Mrs Bhogal made a comment to pupils to the effect 
that "you have disgusting long nails. When you wipe your arse your nails will 
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be full of shit and when you eat your food you will be eating shit". Given the 
direct evidence as to that given by Miss Parveen, it does not accept, as is 
claimed by Mrs Bhogal, that comments made by her in a lesson on personal 
hygiene had been misconstrued or exaggerated. The Panel is satisfied that, 
in making such a deplorable comment, Mrs Bhogal used inappropriate 
language. 

Accordingly, the Panel is satisfied that the factual particulars of the allegation brought 
against you have been proved on the balance of probabilities. 

 

Finding as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct 

Principle 1 of the Code of Conduct and Practice for Registered Teachers (2009) (‘the 
Code’) requires registrants to ‘take all reasonable steps to ensure the safety and well 
being of children and young people under their supervision’ and to ‘establish and 
maintain appropriate professional boundaries in their relationships with children and 
young people’. Moreover, Principle 4 requires teachers to ‘demonstrate respect for 
diversity and promote equality’; and, in part, Principle 8 of the Code requires 
registered teachers to ‘maintain reasonable standards in their own behaviour that 
enable them to maintain an effective learning environment and also to uphold public 
trust and confidence in the profession.’ 

By acting as she did, Mrs Bhogal demonstrated a disregard for the development and 
well being of pupils at the school, a disrespect of the religious faith of the majority 
and, generally, a lack of professional judgement that had the potential not only to 
damage her own professional reputation but also the reputation of the school and the 
profession as a whole. It is satisfied that Mrs Bhogal’s conduct fell well short of the 
standard expected of the profession. 

Accordingly, the Panel is satisfied that Mrs Bhogal’s behaviour amounted to 
‘unacceptable professional conduct’. 
 
Panel’s Recommendation to the Secretary of State 

The Panel heard advice from the Legal Adviser that the primary object of imposing a 
sanction in proceedings such as these is not to be punitive but to protect pupils and 
maintain the standing of the profession and the confidence of the public in the 
profession. The impact of an order on the teacher is also relevant, because the Panel 
must act proportionately: but, as the primary objectives concern the wider public 
interest, such impact has been said not to be “a primary consideration”  

In deciding whether to recommend the imposition of a prohibition order, the Panel 
has had regard to the mitigation advances by Mr Ogilvie in relation to the seriousness 
of the behaviour in question and has had regard to the 6 testimonials presented 
which attest (in one instance) to her professional standing and (in the remainder) to 
her character. It has applied the principle of proportionality, weighing the interests of 
the public with those of the teacher. 
 
The sort of behaviour which the Panel has found proved inevitably affects public 
confidence in the teaching profession and damages the collective reputation of 
teachers. It demonstrated a lack of sensitivity towards the views of others and in 
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other regards, a departure from the standards of personal and professional conduct 
expected of a teacher. However, the Panel is of the view that the comments made by 
Mrs Bhogal were not made with malice and that she is unlikely to behave in such an 
unprofessional manner in the future. Whilst her behaviour in late 2010 and early 
2011 was entirely unacceptable, the only previous disciplinary incident of which the 
Panel has been made aware is the incident in 2006 already referred to in the 
Announced Decision of the Panel. 
 
The Panel is of the view that Mrs Bhogal’s conduct is not fundamentally incompatible 
with her being a teacher. Accordingly, it recommends that no sanction be imposed in 
this case. 
 
In coming to its decision, the Panel has had regard to the fact that the public interest 
includes the retention of an experienced and otherwise competent teacher. In this 
case the Panel is satisfied that the public interest, including the maintenance of 
proper standards of conduct and behaviour, is met by the Panel’s finding of 
unacceptable professional conduct. 
 
Secretary of State’s Decision and Reasons 
 
I have considered carefully the detailed decision of the panel in respect of their 
finding of facts and that those facts amount to unacceptable professional 
conduct. The behaviours and attitudes exhibited by Mrs Bhogal represent a 
departure from the standards of personal and professional conduct expected 
of a teacher. 
 
However, the panel has also been able to consider testimonial evidence in this 
case, and their conclusion is that this behaviour, whilst unacceptable, is 
unlikely to be repeated in the future. On balance the panel concluded that it 
would not be proportionate to impose a prohibition order. 
 
I have considered carefully the detailed arguments set out and support the 
panel’s recommendation that no prohibition order be applied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 
Date: 14 June 2012 


