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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
Teacher: Mrs Nargs Bibi 

 
Teacher date of birth:  

 
TA Case ref no: 8122 

 
Date of Determination: 13 July 2012 

 
Former Employer: Knowsley Junior School, Oldham 

 

 
 

A.  Introduction  
 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 11, 
12 and 13 July 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to 
consider the case of Mrs Nargs Bibi. 

 
The Panel members were Mr John Pemberton (Professional Panellist– in the Chair), 
Ms Jean Carter (Lay Panellist) and Mr Michael Simon (Lay Panellist). 

 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Ms Sarah Ellson of Field Fisher Waterhouse 
LLP Solicitors. 

 
The Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency was Ms Sarah Harris of Kingsley 
Napley Solicitors. 

 
Mrs Nargs Bibi was present but was not represented. 

 
The hearing took place in both public and private session and was recorded. 

 

B.  Allegations  
 

The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 15 
March 2012. 

It was alleged that Mrs Bibi was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in that: 

Whilst employed at Knowsley Junior School, Oldham, between 24 August 2007 and 
10 December 2010 she: 

 

 

a)  acted in an inappropriate and unprofessional manner towards colleagues 
in 2010, in that; 

i. on 1 February 2010 she shouted at Individual A in front of pupils; 

ii. on 3 February 2010 she shouted at Witness B and Witness A 
during a meeting; 
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iii. on 27 May 2010 she heckled and shouted at Witness A during a 
staff meeting; 

iv. on 8 June 2010 she was aggressive and raised her voice in a 
meeting with Witness A; 

v. on or around 10 June 2010 she spoke in an angry and aggressive 
manner towards three Teaching Assistants; 

vi. on 7 July 2010 she unreasonably refused to accept a Teaching File 
from Witness C; 

vii. on 8 July 2010 she spoke loudly and argued with Witness D in the 
staff room; 

viii. on 8 July 2010 she was agitated when speaking to colleagues in the 
staff room and said to Individual B, “I’m not speaking to riff-raff”*; 

ix. on 17 September 2010 she lost her temper during a telephone 
conversation with Witness A; 

x. on 24 September 2010 she was aggressive and shouted during a 
staff meeting; 

xi. on 22 October 2010 she raised her voice during a meeting with     
Individual C and Witness A; 

 

 

b) disciplined pupils in an inappropriate manner in that: 

i. on 22 March 2010 she sent Pupil A who has Autism and Attention 
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, to stand in the entrance hall; 

ii. on 21 October 2010 she shouted at Pupil B for stealing whilst making 
her stand in front of the class. 

 

 

c)  behaved in an unprofessional manner on 24 September 2010 when she 
refused to follow a management instruction to allow the Teaching 
Assistants to use the door in her classroom which was closest to the 
dining room and then refused to teach her class. 

 

 

At the outset of the hearing Mrs Bibi denied the allegation in its entirety. 
 

 

* allegation a (viii) was later amended to "on 8 July 2010 she was agitated when 
speaking to colleagues in the staff room”; 

 
C.  Summary of Evidence  

 

Documents 
 

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

 
 Section 1: Notice of Proceeding with page numbers from 1 to 8. 

 Section 2: Witness Statements, with page numbers from 9 to 34. 

 Section 3: Teaching Agency Documents, with page numbers from 35 to 92. 

 Section 4: Teacher Documents, with page numbers from 93 to 115 
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In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 

 A  later  version  of  the  Teacher's  Notice  of  Proceedings  form  with  page 
numbers 6-8. 

 A Schedule of evidence prepared by the Presenting Officer (unnumbered). 

 Documents received on the 2nd  day of the hearing relating to occupational 
health with page numbers 116-126. 

 
The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of 
the hearing, or upon receipt. 

 
Brief summary of evidence given 

 

The Panel heard evidence from Witness A, the headteacher of Knowsley Junior 
School. She explained the school, at the time, had about 16 teachers and 315 pupils. 
She referred to her contemporaneous notes made from February 2010 onwards 
which set out incidents and meetings involving Mrs Bibi. She provided the Panel with 
a plan of the relevant part of the junior school. She gave evidence about the incident 
with Individual A when she saw a heated discussion coming to an end. She told 
the Panel about the meeting on 3 February and described Mrs Bibi as rising to her 
feet, shaking all over and being terribly angry. 

 
Witness A accepted Mrs Bibi had not had a good handover when she returned from 
maternity leave. She gave evidence about other incidents she had witnessed and 
conversations she had had. She said that on 8 July 2010 Mrs Bibi had point blank 
refused to teach when Witness A had issued a clear management instruction. In 
relation to Pupil B she explained she had asked Mrs Bibi to deal with the matter 
discretely. She considered that the school had bent over backwards to offer Mrs 
Bibi support at the time. She denied that Mrs Bibi was treated differently from other 
teacher's who had returned from maternity leave. 

 
The Panel heard next from Witness B, Deputy Headteacher at the school. She 
described the meeting on 3 February and Mrs Bibi jumping out of her chair and 
shouting; she said Mrs Bibi had been stressed, upset and cross. She gave the Panel 
information about Child A and the concerns raised by the Special Educational Needs 
Coordinator. 

 
On the second day of the hearing the Panel heard from Witness C, a classroom 
teacher and member of the Senior Management Team ("SMT") with responsibility for 
maths teaching. She described Mrs Bibi as attentive, pleasant and a nice person to 
be with prior to her maternity leave. She described the incident on 1 February when 
she had heard the raised voices of Mrs Bibi and Individual A and where the 
children were in relation to this. She also gave evidence about the distribution of the 
new maths materials and the conversation she and Mrs Bibi had on 7 July 2010. She 
indicated Mrs Bibi was not formally discussed by the SMT but that there were 
informal  discussions  about  her  and  a  formal  discussion  about  time  off  for 
dependents. 

 
The Panel also heard from Witness D, Assistant Headteacher at the school. She 
gave evidence about the incident in the staff room on 8 July 2010 and how Mrs Bibi 
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had begun shouting on that occasion. She also told the Panel about 24 September 
2010 when Mrs Bibi had shouted several times during a staff briefing. She could not 
recall what discussions there had been within the SMT about Mrs Bibi. 

 
Mrs Bibi gave evidence to the Panel. She went through each incident giving her 
account of what had happened and providing some background to the incidents. 
She described the difficulties she faced on her return to work and the lack of support 
from  the  school.  She  said  that  she  did  not  think  that  the  CD  for  the  maths 
programme was just a copy of the file, it contained interactive materials. In relation to 
24 September 2011 she said that she had only said that she would not teach in "that 
room" (her classroom). She described a lack of organisation and handover when she 
returned in January and also after her suspension in September 2010. She told the 
Panel she had had no training in relation to ADHD or autism to help her manage 
Pupil A. She explained in detail her actions in relation to Pupils A and B. In cross 
examination she made a number of admissions as to when her conduct had been 
unacceptable and unprofessional but disagreed with a number of the accounts given 
by earlier witnesses. 

 

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 and the additional documents provided during the hearing. 

 

 

This case involves Mrs Nargs Bibi who qualified as a teacher in 2007 and completed 
her NQT year in 2008 at Knowsley Junior School, Oldham. From April 2009 until 
December 2009 Mrs Bibi was on maternity leave and this case relates to incidents 
which occurred on her return to Knowsley Junior School, in January 2010. 

 

 

During the relevant time Mrs Bibi was a class teacher for Year 4 pupils at the school. 
A series of incidents between February and October 2010 are alleged to have taken 
place, during which Mrs Bibi is said to have behaved in an inappropriate and 
unprofessional manner towards her colleagues, including being aggressive, shouting 
and behaving unreasonably. 

 

 

There are two allegations which relate to pupils who it is alleged were disciplined in 
an inappropriate manner. There is a final allegation relating to an apparent failure to 
follow a management instruction. 

 

 

Mrs Bibi denied all the particulars at the outset of the hearing. She has given 
evidence about her account of events and also her personal situation and the wider 
circumstances existing at the time. Four members of staff from the junior school 
have given oral evidence, Witness A (Headteacher), Witness B (Deputy 
Headteacher), Witness D (Assistant Headteacher) and Witness C (teacher). 



5  

 
 

In September, and again in November, 2010 Mrs Bibi was suspended from the 
school and in due course there were disciplinary proceedings which resulted in Mrs 
Bibi's dismissal with effect from 10 December 2010. The Panel has heard evidence 
about contemporaneous and subsequent events in Mrs Bibi's life and note that she is 
not currently employed as a teacher. 

 
Findings of fact 

 

Before making its findings of fact the Panel considered the application to amend 
particular (a) (viii). The Panel agreed that it was in interests of justice, and not unfair 
to the teacher, to accede to the Presenting Officer's request to delete the words "and 
said to Individual B, “I’m not speaking to riff-raff”". The Panel then proceeded to make 
its findings referring to the amended particular. 

 
Our findings of fact are as follows: 

 
We have found the following particulars of the allegation against Mrs Bibi proven, for 
these reasons: 

 

 

Whilst employed at Knowsley Junior School, Oldham, between 24 August 2007 and 
10 December 2010 she: 

a.     acted in an inappropriate and unprofessional manner towards colleagues in 
2010, in that; 

ii. on 3 February 2010 she shouted at Witness B and Witness A during a 
meeting; 

This was a meeting to discuss Mrs Bibi's concerns that there had been a poor 
handover of her year 4 class and problems she was having with her Teaching 
Assistants. It appears that the meeting also discussed the information available 
about Pupil A and the need for an up to date Individual Education Plan for him. 

 

 

Mrs Bibi has agreed in oral evidence that during this meeting she raised her voice, 
that at one stage she rose to her feet and that she had an altercation with Witness B 
and Witness A. This admission, the combination of standing and raising her 
voice, together with the evidence of both Witness B and Witness A, has satisfied the 
Panel that on the balance of probabilities, Mrs Bibi shouted at Witness B and Witness 
A during this meeting. 

 
In explanation Mrs Bibi has said her words were an attack on what had been said 
had to be done and were not intended to be a personal attack on Witness A and 
Witness B.  She has admitted that this was not how she should have behaved and 
agreed that the way she spoke during the meeting was inappropriate and 
unprofessional. Mrs Bibi admitted that the way it came out was in an aggressive and 
angry way. 

 
 

The Panel found this particular proved. 
 

 

iii. on 27 May 2010 she heckled and shouted at Witness A during a staff 
meeting; 
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The  Panel  understands  that  this  was  a  meeting  over  lunchtime  in  which  
Witness A was notifying staff which classes they would be teaching in the next 
academic year. Mrs Bibi has said in evidence that in the staff room at Knowsley 
there was often discussion and teachers were free to voice opinions. 

In explaining what happened that day Mrs Bibi suggested that any shouting by her 
was only because she was speaking from the other end of the staff room. She said 
that she was only speaking in the same tone as used by another member of staff 
who had commented at that meeting. At the hearing Mrs Bibi has apologised if her 
behaviour was seen by Witness A as heckling. On this occasion Mrs Bibi did not think 
her behaviour was inappropriate or unprofessional and said she took part in a normal 
debate or discussion. By contrast Witness A has said the conduct was not ordinary or 
acceptable conduct. 

 

 

Whilst the Panel accepts that Mrs Bibi was entitled to express her views in the staff 
room that day, on the balance of probabilities, it thinks the behaviour probably came 
across as heckling and shouting at Witness A and that this was inappropriate and 
unprofessional and that the particular is found proved. 

 

 

iv.      on 8 June 2010 she was aggressive and raised her voice in a meeting with 
Witness A; 

This was a meeting between Mrs Bibi and Witness A in which Mrs Goodwin told Mrs 
Bibi that she would be making a referral to occupational health. Mrs Bibi agreed that 
Witness A’s evidence was an accurate account of what happened at this meeting, 
during which Mrs Bibi reacted to the proposed referral. Mrs Bibi agreed she had been 
aggressive and raised her voice during this meeting and she also accepted that this 
behaviour was inappropriate and unprofessional. 

 

 

In the circumstances the Panel was satisfied that it could find this particular proved. 
 

 

vii. on 8 July 2010 she spoke loudly and argued with Witness D in the staff 
room; 

The events of 8 July in the staff room were witnessed by a number of staff. 

Witness D said that on that day, when Mrs Bibi arrived in the staff room, she 
immediately started arguing about lack of organisation relating to the class moves 
which had to take place at the end of term. In evidence Mrs Bibi admitted that on this 
day she spoke loudly and argued with Witness D and that this was unprofessional 
and inappropriate. The Panel therefore finds this particular proved. 

 

 

ix. on 17 September 2010 she lost her temper during a telephone conversation 
with Witness A; 

 

 

This telephone conversation was in relation to Mrs Bibi requiring time off work for her 
son as he was ill. It was not disputed that the issue of agreed paid leave for domestic 
problems was raised during the call and that this was the trigger for Mrs Bibi losing 
her temper. Mrs Bibi has admitted that she lost her temper during this conversation 
and that this was unprofessional and inappropriate. The Panel finds this particular 
proved. 
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x. on  24  September  2010  she  was  aggressive  and  shouted  during  a  staff 
meeting; 

Again a number of staff witnesses have described the routine staff meeting on 24 
September. Mrs Bibi has agreed that during this meeting she did interrupt twice and 
made comments about staff having no rights at the school. Mrs Bibi agreed with the 
evidence, that there was an element of aggressive behaviour, which was both 
inappropriate and unprofessional. 

The Panel found proved that Mrs Bibi was aggressive and shouted during this 
meeting. 

 

 

xi. on 22 October 2010 she raised her voice during a meeting with Individual C 
and Witness A; 

 

 

On 22 October 2010 a meeting was held for Mrs Bibi with Individual C (the then other 
Year 4 class teacher) and Witness A to clarify line management of Year 4 and the 
planning, preparation and assessment that was to take place involving Individual C 
and Mrs Bibi. The Panel did not hear direct evidence from Individual C, but did hear 
about the meeting from Witness A and Mrs Bibi. Whilst Mrs Bibi has said that she 
was not shouting during the meeting, she accepted that her voice may have been 
raised and that she may have said the circumstances were "odd". Mrs Bibi 
accepted that raising her voice was inappropriate and unprofessional and the 
Panel has found this particular proved. 

 

 

We  have  found  the  following  particulars  of  the  allegation  against  Mrs  Bibi  not 
proven, for these reasons: 

 

 

a.       acted in an inappropriate and unprofessional manner towards colleagues in 
2010, in that; 

i.        on 1 February 2010 she shouted at Individual A in front of pupils; 
 
 

The Panel considered carefully the Presenting Officer's submission that "in front of" 
could be construed to include pupils who may have heard any shouting. 

 

 

There was evidence that the altercation between Individual A and Mrs Bibi took place 
in a year 4 classroom with the door ajar. Witnesses described the layout and that 
between the classroom and the Hall there was a dining room, a corridor and only 
a curtain to access the rear of the Hall. In the Hall at the relevant time, assembly was 
taking place. The Panel does not accept that any pupils in the Hall could be 
considered as being present at this incident and therefore the phrase "in front of" 
could not apply to them. 

 

 

The Panel was also not satisfied there were pupils present in the classroom during 
the altercation because the evidence suggested that this arose during assembly. By 
the time Witness A arrived, whilst there may have been pupils present then, the 
altercation was over. Witness C gave evidence that she could hear "raised voices" 
but the Panel has not heard sufficient evidence to be satisfied that there was 
"shouting" in front of pupils. The evidence of shouting is only hearsay evidence, 
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contained in Individual A's evidence, and the Panel did not have the advantage of 
testing her evidence. Mrs Bibi said she did not believe she had shouted during the 
altercation. The Panel does not find this particular proved. 

 

 

v.       on or around 10 June 2010 she spoke in an angry and aggressive manner 
towards three Teaching Assistants; 

 

 

This allegation was denied by Mrs Bibi, both in evidence and in her statement. Mrs 
Bibi said that she did not speak to three Teaching Assistants at one time. She did 
agree that on one occasion she asked one of them about the time that they started 
work and stated her expectations about them being available in her classroom. 

 

 

There are no statements from the Teaching Assistants involved. 
 

 

The Panel concluded that it could not rely only on the hearsay evidence of Witness 
A, and in the absence of other evidence from the Teaching Agency, and given 
Mrs Bibi's denial, the Panel did not find this particular proved. 

 

 

vi.      on 7 July 2010 she unreasonably refused to accept a Teaching File from 
Witness C; 

 

 

The Panel has heard about the distribution of Teaching Files for mathematics in July 
2010. It is not disputed that Mrs Bibi was given a file and that this transpired to be a 
file without the CD that it should have contained. Mrs Bibi went and spoke to Mrs 
Braithwaite about this during a lesson on 7 July 2010 and indicated that she wanted 
the file and the CD present together. At the end of the discussion Mrs Bibi took the 
file away and therefore the Panel does not consider that it can find that there was a 
refusal to accept the file. 

 

 

Witness C may have been concerned about her lesson being interrupted but there 
was evidence before the Panel that such interruptions were not unusual and the 
Panel has focussed on the particular which expressly related to the acceptance or 
refusal of the Teaching File. The Panel has not found this particular proved. 

 

 

viii. on 8 July 2010 she was agitated when speaking to colleagues in the staff 
room; 

 

 

The Panel considered the amended particular and noted that this particular relates to 
the same incident as described in allegation a.vii which it has found proved.  Whilst 
the Panel accepts that Mrs Bibi may have been agitated, it does not accept that this 
amended allegation, on its own, amounts to unprofessional and inappropriate 
behaviour. 

 

 

b)    disciplined pupils in an inappropriate manner in that: 
 
 

i.        on 22 March 2010 she sent Pupil A who has Autism and Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder, to stand in the entrance hall; 
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The Teaching Agency's evidence in this case was hearsay evidence as there was 
no-one who had actually witnessed events in the classroom. Witness A said it 
was her understanding that the Pupil was left in the entrance hall unaccompanied for 
30 minutes. She had been told this by the Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator, 
who the Panel understands had not herself witnessed the event. The Panel has 
heard Mrs Bibi's account of what happened that day; Mrs Bibi confirms that she sent 
Pupil A to stand in the entrance hall. 

 

 

Mrs Bibi explained that this was not a "time out" and said that it did not relate to his 
conditions; it was more about Pupil A having been naughty during the preceding 
lesson. Mrs Bibi indicated that she had adjusted the disciplinary sanction to reflect 
his conditions and had not sent him to the Reflections Room or Witness A's room. 
She had a clear reason why the entrance hall was an appropriate place for him to 
stand; that would not isolate him. 

 

 

Mrs  Bibi  told  the  Panel  that  she  thought  Pupil  A  would  have  had  a  Teaching 
Assistant with him, as he should have had one at all times, including at lunchtime. 
The Panel is satisfied that, if Pupil A was on his own, that was not the responsibility 
of Mrs Bibi. 

 

 

Whilst there may have been other, and better, ways of dealing with Pupil A's 
behaviour, the Panel is not satisfied, in all the circumstances, that the disciplining of 
this Pupil was inappropriate. There was no evidence before the Panel of a specific 
strategy to be used with Pupil A in the event of wilful misbehaviour and at that stage 
(March 2010) Mrs Bibi had not had any formal advice as to the strategy to be used. 

 
 

The Panel did not find this particular proved. 
 

 

ii. on 21 October 2010 she shouted at Pupil B for stealing whilst making her 
stand in front of the class; 

 
 

Mrs Bibi confirmed that on this date she did make the Pupil stand at the front of the 
class and give back things which she had taken. The only evidence of shouting on 
this occasion was the evidence of Pupil B who, after the event, told Witness A 
and her parents that she had been shouted at. Witness A did not apparently 
investigate this further. Mrs Bibi denied that she had shouted. 

 

 

The Panel accepts that, given that this was the third time Mrs Bibi had to address 
this behaviour, she was looking for an alternative and more effective way to deal with 
it. 

 

 

Given that the inappropriate disciplining was specifically alleged to be that Mrs Bibi 
shouted at Pupil B, and the Panel is not satisfied that this occurred, the Panel does 
not find this proved. 

 

 

b)  behaved in an unprofessional manner on 24 September 2010 when she 
refused  to  follow  a  management  instruction  to  allow  the  Teaching 
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Assistants to use the door in her classroom which was closest to the 
dining room and then refused to teach her class. 

 

 

The Panel has approached this particular in parts. One aspect is the dispute about 
what exactly Mrs Bibi refused to do. Mrs Bibi's account is that she refused to teach 
her class in "that room", that is in her classroom. Witness A's account was that 
she had understood Mrs Bibi was refusing entirely to teach her class. This 
understanding appears to be the reason for the subsequent suspension. 

 
The Panel was persuaded by Mrs Bibi's explanation, that she knew that other 
teachers had used other areas, such as the dining room to teach, when their class 
not available or suitable. 

 
The Panel is satisfied that Mrs Bibi was indicating that she would not teach her class 
in that classroom. 

 
The Panel accepts that Mrs Bibi apparently refused to follow a management 
instruction but it notes that she was suspended the same day and so had no 
reasonable opportunity to reflect on whether she would allow Teaching Assistants to 
use the door in her classroom. The Panel is not satisfied she was given an 
opportunity to comply and therefore it does not find this amounted to behaving in an 
unprofessional manner and does not find the particular proved. 

 
Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct 

 

Having found particulars a. ii, iii, iv, vii, ix, x and xi proved the Panel is satisfied that 
Mrs Bibi acted in an inappropriate and unprofessional manner towards colleagues. 
The nature of the proven conduct amounts to misconduct of a serious nature, falling 
significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and for this 
reason the Panel has concluded that Mrs Bibi is guilty of unacceptable professional 
conduct. 

 
Mrs Bibi has herself accepted that she had failed to demonstrate consistently high 
standards of personal and professional conduct in relation to some of the incidents. 
She has admitted that her conduct was not always professional and the Panel has 
reached the same conclusion about the incidents it has found proved. 

 
The facts found proved all related to staff relationships and it is clear to the Panel 
that there was a failure by Mrs Bibi to work co-operatively and collaboratively with 
her professional colleagues during this time. 

 
The Panel is very aware that Mrs Bibi's deteriorating health and personal 
circumstances at the time of these events provide an important context to this case. 
There was considerable evidence, in particular from the live witnesses, that Mrs Bibi 
was not behaving in the way she had done previously at the school prior to her 
maternity leave. 

 
At the hearing this week Mrs Bibi has presented professionally, courteously and 
appropriately. The Panel cannot reach any conclusions about Mrs Bibi's medical 
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condition as it is a panel with no medical expertise, however, the Panel has 
concluded that it seems likely that not all of Mrs Bibi's conduct was intentional. 

 
Objectively the Panel has concluded this was unacceptable professional conduct but 
it is mindful that health issues may have impacted on Mrs Bibi and recognises that 
this is likely to be relevant mitigation at the next stage. 

 

Panel’s Recommendation to the Secretary of State 

 

The Panel's Recommendation is that no sanction should be imposed in this case. 
 
The Panel considers that it is not necessary and it would not be proportionate or in 
the public interest to prohibit Mrs Bibi from teaching. In making its decision the Panel 
has carefully considered the guidance in the Prohibition of Teachers document, the 
submissions made and the evidence it has received during the course of the hearing. 

 
The Panel is mindful that, although it made a finding of unacceptable professional 
conduct, it did not find proved the particulars which related to the disciplining of 
pupils or the failure to follow a management instruction. The only particulars found 
proved relate to behaving in an inappropriate and unprofessional manner towards 
her colleagues. 

 
These events occurred over a period between February and October 2010 when Mrs 
Bibi's behaviour was described as being wholly out of character. The Panel notes 
that during this particular period of time, for differing reasons, neither Mrs Bibi, nor 
her employers, were clear about the cause of her uncharacteristic behaviour or what 
action might be taken appropriately to address it. 

 
The Panel has described the misconduct as serious and that it fell significantly short 
of the standards of behaviour expected of a teacher. However, it has also 
acknowledged that it seems likely that not all of Mrs Bibi's conduct was intentional on 
her part and it may have arisen as a consequence of her personal circumstances 
and health at the time. Whether or not this amounted to a medical condition, it is 
clear that there were a number of personal stressors in Mrs Bibi's life at that time. 

 
Prior to her return from maternity leave Mrs Bibi had been a satisfactory teacher, she 
had passed her NQT year and her behaviour was described as respectful and 
appropriate. She has no previous disciplinary history and at the time was a relatively 
inexperienced teacher. The Panel does not believe her misconduct was entirely 
deliberate and at the hearing it was clear that Mrs Bibi had reflected on the events 
which occurred and she demonstrated insight into her behaviour and actions. 
Therefore, on the basis of the evidence it has received and what it has seen of Mrs 
Bibi  during  the  hearing,  it  does  not  consider  that  the  behaviour  is  likely  to  be 
repeated. 

 
In all the circumstances of the case the Panel considers Mrs Bibi should be given an 
opportunity to resume her fledgling career. 
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  S e c re tar y of S tate’ s  De c is ion a nd  Reas ons                                                                 
 

I have considered this case carefully. The panel have found a number of facts 
proved as well as a number of facts not proved. The panel also found unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

 
I have therefore given careful consideration to the recommendation of the panel that 
no prohibition order is required in this case. 

 
The panel have clearly given careful consideration to the circumstances of this case, 
and in particular the nature of the facts found to be unacceptable professional 
conduct. 

 
For the reasons given by the panel I support their recommendation. It is not 
proportionate nor is it in the public interest to make a prohibition order in this case. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick 
DATE: 13 July 2012 


