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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 

 
 

Teacher: Mrs Donna Moore (nee Mudford) 

Teacher date of birth:  

TA Case ref no: 8225 
 
Date of Determination: 2 July 2012 

 
Former Employer: Maiden Erlegh School, Earley, Berkshire 

 
 
 

A.  Introduction  
 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 29 
June 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the 
case of Mrs Donna Moore (nee Mudford). 

 
The  Panel  members  were  Mr  Martin  Pilkington  (Lay  Panellist  –  in  the  Chair), 
Professor Ian Hughes (Lay Panellist) and Ms Fiona Tankard (Professional Panellist). 

 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Andrew Lockley of Irwin Mitchell LLP. 

 
The Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency was Ms Louisa Atkin of Browne 
Jacobson LLP. 

 
Mrs Donna Moore (nee Mudford) was present and was represented by Mr Philip 
Clark, Trade Union representative. 

 
The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 

 

B.  Allegations  
 

The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 13 
March 2012. 

 
The allegation was that Mrs Moore was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
in that:- 

 
Whilst employed at Maiden Erlegh School, Earley, Berkshire between January 2011 
and May 2011, Mrs Moore: 

 
1.  failed to maintain reasonable standards in her own behaviour in that she: 

a.  wrote a number of threatening letters, and reported to colleagues that she 
had received these letters, which contained: 

i. allegations of sexual assaults on children; 
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ii. allegations of sexual activity between members of staff 
iii. threats to kill on herself 

b.  falsely accused a colleague, Individual A, of having sent the 
threatening letters to her; 

 
2.  Acted in a manner which adversely affected the morale and well-being of her 

colleagues, in that: 
 

a.  Other  members  of  staff  felt  threatened  as  a  result  of  believing  that 
someone within the school was sending letters containing threats and 
allegations of such a serious nature; 

 
b.  Certain colleagues, in particular Individual B and Individual C, undertook 

an increased workload in order to provide her with support and went into 
school outside of school hours to assist the police in their investigation; 

 
3.  Received  a  caution  at  Loddon  Valley Police  Station  for  causing  wasteful 

employment of the police between 10 January 2011 and 8 April 2011. 
 
These facts were all admitted by her in a Statement of Agreed Facts. 

 

C.  Summary of Evidence  
 

Documents 
 

In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents numbered 1 to 
93. This consisted of:- 

 
Section 1 Notice of Proceedings and Response pages 2 to 8 (to which was added 
the Statement of Agreed Facts as pages 8a to 8c) 

 
Section 2 Witness Statements of PC Dominic Prime (pages 10 to 13) and of Mrs 
Julie Dennis (pages 14 to 20) 

 
Section 3 Teaching Agency documents pages 22 to 82 

 
Section 4 Teacher’s Documents – pages 84 to 93, to which was added the personal 
statement of Mrs Moore at page 94. 

 
Opening address 

 
Ms Atkin made a brief opening address in which she introduced the Statement of 
Agreed Facts.  She submitted that the Panel should concentrate on the teacher’s 
conduct.  Mrs Moore’s anticipated mitigation would, Ms Atkin submitted, be more 
relevant to the third stage of the Panel’s consideration, namely the recommendation 
which it should make to the Secretary of State. 

 
Mr Clark made no opening address. 

 
Witnesses 
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The only witness was Mrs Moore.  The Panel had two written statements of hers 
relating to the facts of the case, which appear to have been prepared in connection 
with her school’s investigation into her conduct. 

 
In oral evidence, she told the Panel that Maiden Erlegh School (“the school”) was the 
only school in which she had worked since before qualification. After qualifying in 
July 2007 she had been promoted to Vocational Coordinator in 2008, when she took 
charge of vocational subjects in her own ICT department and across the school. 
Maiden Erlegh School had between 1800 and 1900 pupils aged from 11 to 18 and 
was rated “outstanding” by OFSTED and held in high regard in the local area.  Mrs 
Moore told the Panel that she had been overwhelmed by her workload but never 
raised concerns about it because she felt she would have been seen as a failure. 
She said she felt she should work harder to make herself look good.  After saying to 
her superiors in early 2011 that she was interested in developing her career, things 
fell apart for her.  She started to write the letters, which were the subject of the 
allegation,  although  she  could  not  remember  doing  so.    Ms  Moore  also  gave 
evidence about her medical condition at the time, supported by medical evidence 
before the Panel, and its effect on her behaviour. 

 
Mrs Moore confirmed to the Panel the seriousness of the disruption which she had 
caused to the school and said that she was really sorry that everything had 
happened.  She was now aware of how far she had been under pressure as a result 
of her hard work.  Following the birth of her baby four months ago, her family was 
her priority. She has now moved to be nearer her husband’s family where she felt 
very well supported. She hoped to return to teaching in due course.  Teaching was 
all that she had ever wanted to do.  She was aware, however, that the police caution 
which she had received for causing wasteful employment of the police, would always 
be disclosed. 

 
In answer to questions from the Presenting Officer, Mrs Moore confirmed that she 
had been confused when being questioned in the police station.  When the police 
questioned her about what they had concluded, she recalled that there were certain 
things which made her think the events were odd but confirmed that if she had been 
asked whilst the events were going on whether she had written and delivered the 
offensive letters, she would have said that she had not done so.   Even now she 
could not say that she had a memory of thinking to herself that she was going to 
write a letter. Nothing more had come to light during her counselling. 

 
Since being dismissed by the school she had had a temporary job at the University 
of Reading which she had enjoyed.  She now felt that she would recognise signs of 
stress before a crisis occurred.  If necessary she would be willing to seek medical 
treatment before teaching again.  However, she would not consider it appropriate if 
re-engaged in teaching to try to progress her career at this stage.  She confirmed 
that she would tell her managers if she found her workload too heavy. 

 
In  answers  to  questions  from  the  Panel,  Mrs  Moore  confirmed  that  she  did 
appreciate how senior staff at the school had been affected by her behaviour and 
that because other staff  had been warned that somebody was  engaged on an 
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offensive letter writing campaign, they would also have been affected by her actions. 
After leaving the school she had told two members of staff what had occurred. 

 

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. 

 

Summary of the case 

 
Mrs Moore faced allegations that she purported to have received 17 threatening 
letters from others when she had in fact sent those letters to herself. It was alleged 
that her behaviour had adversely affected the morale and well-being of school 
colleagues. There was a police investigation and following her confession, she was 
cautioned. She was suspended from duty and then dismissed for gross misconduct 
on 26 May 2011. She is not currently working as a teacher. 

 
Findings of fact 

 

We have found the facts set out in the following particulars to be proved: 
 
That whilst employed at Maiden Erlegh School, Earley, Berkshire between January 
2011 and May 2011, you: 

 
1. failed to maintain reasonable standards in your own behaviour in that you: 

 
a. wrote a number of threatening letters, and reported to colleagues that 

you had received these letters, which contained: 
i. allegations of sexual assaults on children; 
ii. allegations of sexual activity between members of staff 
iii. threats to kill on yourself 

b.  falsely accused a colleague, Individual A, of having sent the 
threatening letters to you; 

 
2. Acted in a manner which adversely affected the morale and well-being of your 

colleagues, in that: 
 

a. Other members of staff felt threatened as a result of believing that 
someone within the school was sending letters containing threats and 
allegations of such a serious nature; 

b. Certain  colleagues,  in  particular  Individual B and  Individual C, 
undertook an increased workload in order to provide you with support 
and went into school outside of school hours to assist the police in their 
investigation; 
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3. Received  a  caution  at  Loddon  Valley Police  Station  for  causing  wasteful 
employment of the police between 10 January 2011 and 8 April 2011. 

 

 
 

These facts were all admitted by you in a Statement of Agreed Facts, and after 
considering the documents and your oral evidence the Panel has found all the 
particulars proved. 

 
Having found the facts set out above proved, we have considered whether they 
amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

 
We find that your actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct. Indeed, you 
have admitted that they do. 

 
We have had regard both to the 2009 Code of Conduct and Practice of the General 
Teaching Council and to Part 2 of Teachers Standards, promulgated by the 
Department for Education in April 2012. 

 
We accept that there is no evidence that the contents of the letters which you sent, 
were in any way true. In particular, there is no evidence that you have committed any 
sexual assaults on children, nor of any sexual activity between members of staff. 

 
You have told us that you do not understand why you engaged in this behaviour, and 
while  you  were  diagnosed  as  suffering  from  depression  at  the  time  of  these 
incidents, it is to your credit that you have not sought to defend the allegation. 

 
However, your fabricated letters led to a false accusation against a colleague, and 
resulted in unnecessary additional work for some of your senior colleagues. There is 
no doubt that your behaviour breached the applicable standards, in particular by 
failing to uphold public trust in the profession and failing to maintain high standards 
of ethics and behaviour. 

 
Panel’s  Recommendation  to  the  Secretary of  State                                                    
 

Having made its decision, the panel has considered whether it is necessary to 
recommend to the Secretary of State, that he make a prohibition order. The panel 
was assisted by representations from the Presenting Officer and the Teacher’s 
Representative. 

 
The facts of this case are very unusual. Mrs Moore has admitted sending letters to 
herself containing in some cases threatening or offensive material. She has 
maintained from first being questioned that she did not remember acting in this way, 
although she did agree to be cautioned by police for wasting police time. Nobody 
close to her noticed any change in her behaviour, and she herself has not been able 
to provide an explanation. 

 
The Panel saw medical evidence and found Mrs Moore to have good insight into her 
medical condition. Her evidence was credible and she presented as open and 
thoughtful, albeit that she exhibited signs of distress. She now has a different lifestyle 
and her priorities have changed. In the Panel’s view, she  presents little risk to 
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children or other members of the public. She had been highly thought of as a 
classroom teacher, as the comments of senior colleagues showed. 

 
Despite the seriousness of the incidents which she has admitted, the Panel has 
concluded that Mrs Moore’s behaviour was not vindictive nor consciously intended to 
harm any other person. Taking into account that any future employers would learn of 
her police caution and her health history prior to her starting a teaching job, and 
could make their own risk assessment at that stage, the Panel does not think it 
necessary to recommend to the Secretary of State that he make a prohibition order. 

 

  Secretary of State’s  Decision and  Reasons                                                                 
 

I have considered this case carefully.  This case is a complex one and an unusual 
one. The Panel in this case has had the opportunity to hear directly from Mrs Moore, 
but it has also heard from others upon whom the behaviour of Mrs Moore impacted. 

 
The Panel have found the facts proven and found that those facts amount to 
unacceptable  professional  conduct.     Mrs  Moore’s  behaviour  fell  short  of  the 
standards expected of a teacher. 

 
The Panel have given careful consideration to the issues of sanction.  Mrs Moore 
had not been well, and now appears to show insight into her health.  The Panel have 
also considered the issue of risk.  Having also considered these issues, and for the 
reasons given by the Panel, I support the recommendation that there be no 
prohibition order. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick 

 
DATE: 2 July 2012 


