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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
Teacher: Ms Safa Mughal 

 
Teacher date of birth:  

 
TA Case ref no: 4088 

 

Date of Determination: 5th July 2012 
 
Former Employer: Belle Vue Girls School 

 
 
 

A.       Introduction                                                                                                        
 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 5th 

July 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the 
case of Ms Safa Mughal. 

 
The Panel members were Mr Michael Simon, Lay Panellist – in the Chair, Mr Adam 
Nichols, Lay Panellist, and Mr John Pemberton, Professional Panellist. 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Angus Macpherson of Counsel. 

There was no Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency as this was a Professional 
Conduct Panel Meeting. 

 
Ms  Safa  Mughal  was  not  present,  nor  represented  as  this  was  a  Professional 
Conduct Panel Meeting. 

 
The meeting took place private and was not recorded.  The announced decision was 
given in public and recorded. 

 

B.  Allegations  

The Panel considered the allegation in the Notice of Meeting dated 16th March 2012. 

It was alleged that Ms Safa Mughal was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
in that: 

 
During her placement as a trainee teacher at Belle Vue Girls School, Bradford, 
during October 2008, she, 

 
1.  breached the University of Leeds Code of Practice on student health and 

conduct in that she: 
 

a.  falsely obtained the Mentor Meeting notes of another trainee, KJ, and 
presented them to VW, her course Mentor, as her own work; 
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2.  behaved  in  an  inappropriate  and  unprofessional  manner  to  KJ,  a  fellow 
teacher trainee, in that she: 

 
a.  asked KJ to provide a false explanation to her Mentor, as to why her 

course Mentor notes were so similar to her own; 
 

b.  sent inappropriate and offensive text messages to her. 
 

3. The behaviour referred to in Particulars 1 and 2(a) was dishonest 
 

Ms Mughal admitted the particulars of the allegation and that those facts amounted 
to unacceptable professional conduct. 

 

C.  Summary of Evidence  
 

Documents 
 

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

 
Section 1   

Notice of Referral 21st February 2011 Pages 1 - 4 

Completed response to the NOR 3rd March 2011 Pages 5 - 6 

Notice of Proceedings 17th May 2011 Pages 7 - 9 

Completed response to the NOP 2nd June 2011 Pages 10 – 12 

Telephone  log  of  conversation  between 
Kingsley Napley to Ms Mughal 

17th July 2011 Page 13 

Notice of Meeting   

   

Section 2   

Statement of Agreed Facts 19th August 2011 Pages 1 - 5 

Letter from Kingsley Napley to Ms Mughal 3rd August 2011 Pages 6 – 7 

Statement of Agreed Facts  Pages 8 - 10 

Representations of Teacher  Pages 11 – 22 

Representations of Presenting Officer  Pages 23 - 25 

Statement of Individual A 19th April 2011 Pages 26 - 32 

   

Section 3   

GTC (TA) Documents  Pages 1 – 82 

   

Section 4   

Teacher’s Documents   
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Brief summary of evidence given 
 

Please note that this is intended to be a summary – it does not reflect the complete 
evidence given. 
There was a statement of agreed facts dated 19th August 2011 which reflected all the 
particulars of the allegation.  Ms Mughal dishonestly took KJ’s Mentor Meeting notes 
without her knowledge or permission.   She presented them to her course Mentor, 
VW, as her own work in late November 2008.  She was interviewed at the school on 
account of the striking similarity between the 2 pieces of work.  Ms Mughal denied 
plagiarism.  Individual A, the secondary PGCE Programme leader then received 
information from KJ who explained to her that Ms Mughal had disclosed to her what 
she had done and asked her to explain to the university that they had worked on the 
meetings together.   When KJ did not agree, Ms Mughal became abusive and 
ultimately sent her a very abusive text message.  At further meetings Ms Mughal 
maintained her denials, and eventually appeared to have withdrawn from the Leeds 
University 

 

In a letter to the GTC received on 7th  June 2011, Ms Mughal expressed her deep 
regret and explained the context in which she behaved as she did.  She referred to 
her health. She stated that she was under immense pressure 

 

D.  Decision and Reasons  
 

Findings of fact 
 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 
 
We have found the following particulars of the allegation against Ms Mughal proven, 
for these reasons: 

 
During her placement as a trainee teacher at Belle Vue Girls School, Bradford, 
during October 2008, she, 

 
1.  breached the University of Leeds Code of Practice on student health and 

conduct in that she: 
 

a.  falsely obtained the Mentor Meeting notes of another trainee, K J, and 
presented them to VW, her course Mentor, as her own work; 

 
2.  behaved  in  an  inappropriate  and  unprofessional  manner  to  KJ,  a  fellow 

teacher trainee, in that she: 
 

a.  asked KJ to provide a false explanation to her Mentor, as to why her 
course Mentor notes were so similar to her own; 

 
b.  sent inappropriate and offensive text messages to her. 

 
3.  The behaviour referred to in Particulars 1 and 2(a) was dishonest. 
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Ms Mughal admitted the facts of the allegation in the agreed statement of facts dated 
19 August 2011 on pages 1 to 4 of the bundle.  She was a trainee teacher at the 
University of Leeds on its 2008 / 2009 secondary PGCE programme.  At the material 
time in October / November 2008 she was undertaking her first school placement at 
Belle Vue Girls’ School with another student, KJ.  Both students were asked to 
prepare Mentor Meeting notes in relation to the new science GCSEs.  It was in the 
context of the course requirement to submit those notes to her course mentor that 
Ms Mughal took and plagiarised the notes of her colleague without telling her or 
obtaining her permission so to do.  She submitted this work to her course Mentor. 
The similarity between the two sets of Mentor Meeting notes was noticed by the 
course  mentor.    Ms  Mughal  denied  that  she  had  plagiarised  the  notes.    Her 
behaviour was subsequently exposed when KJ, having been approached by Ms 
Mughal to concoct an explanation for the significant similarity between the 2 sets of 
notes, informed the University as to Ms Mughal’s actions.  By that time Ms Mughal 
had been abusive to KJ on the telephone, and had sent her an aggressive text. 

 
Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct 

 

Having found the particulars of the allegation proved as set out above, the panel 
further finds that Ms Mughal’s actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 
The reasons for this decision are that Ms Mughal acted dishonestly when she took 
the Mentor Meeting notes of a fellow trainee and presented them as her own work to 
her course Mentor, VW.  She then endeavoured to recruit that fellow trainee into a 
concocted story as to how the notes submitted by them might have been so similar. 
When the fellow student refused to acquiesce in her attempt to cover up her actions, 
Ms Mughal was abusive to her and later sent her an aggressive text message.  She 
persisted in her denials and only acknowledged her guilt in the context of GTC / TA 
proceedings. 

 
Panel’s  Recommendation  to  the  Secretary of  State                                                    
 

The panel has carefully considered the gravity of the behaviour of Ms Mughal. 
Essentially she sought to use the work of a fellow PGCE student when submitting 
Meeting Notes to her course Mentor.  She did not embark upon this deception with 
subtlety.  Her plagiarism of her colleague’s work was obvious.  When she was 
interviewed about it, she denied it.  She sought to involve her colleague in the 
deception.  When that colleague was not prepared to accede to her scheme, she 
became abusive.  She maintained her denials when interviewed by the University 
authorities and even suggested that “it was entirely possible that it was (her 
colleague) who had plagiarised her work”.  In the view of the panel this was a serious 
incidence of dishonesty.  She sought to deceive the University and she sought to 
involve her colleague.  She persisted in her denials, and only admitted her behaviour 
in these proceedings. 

 
Ms Mughal submits mitigation.    She contends that there were particular 
circumstances relating to her domestic life which were in the background.  She 
maintains that she was suffering from a particular health issue at the time.  She has 
submitted a medical report from her GP which refers to a health condition in 2009. 
She voices some criticism of the way she was managed on the PGCE course.  She 
alleges that she was told that she would fail.  She complains that her colleague was 
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favoured and that she was not given further assistance.   At the material time she 
asserts that she had lost the memory stick which contained the notes of the 
preliminary meetings.  She alleges that her course Mentor encouraged her to look at 
her colleague’s notes to see how meeting notes should be addressed.   She 
expresses remorse for her actions. She states that she was not thinking straight. 

 
The panel regard the dishonest behaviour of Ms Mughal as serious.  However it 
considers this incident probably represents an escalation of original inappropriate 
behaviour.  Ms Mughal’s inspection of her colleague’s notes, escalated into taking 
them and plagiarising them.  Thereafter she dug herself an ever deeper hole by 
denials and seeking to involve her colleague in a scheme to deceive the University. 
The panel recognises that this was a single incident which has established a blot on 
her fledgling teaching career by a finding of unacceptable professional conduct. The 
panel has not been informed that there are any other matters which call her fitness 
for being a teacher into question. 

 
The panel has considered the factors which might lead to prohibition set out in 
guidance ‘Teacher misconduct – the prohibition of teachers’.  This was a serious 
departure from the professional conduct expected of a teacher and there was 
dishonesty.  Those two factors are engaged by her behaviour.  It may therefore not 
be appropriate to consider them separately in this case.  None of the other facts are 
engaged.   The main elements of the public interest with which the panel was 
concerned were the need to uphold standards in the profession and to protect its 
reputation in the eyes of the public.   The welfare of students was not directly 
engaged. 

 
The panel has taken the view, in the light of the fact that this was a first offence very 
early on in Ms Mughal’s career and that it was committed in the context of pressure 
on a PGCE course during which she may have been susceptible to a number of 
stresses, that it should not recommend prohibition to the Secretary of State.  It 
considers that it would be disproportionate to do so in all the circumstances of this 
case. 

 

  Secretary of State’s  Decision and  Reasons                                                                 
 

I have given very careful consideration to the findings made by the panel in this case 
and their recommendations. 

 
I note that Ms Mughal admitted the facts of the allegation and that the behaviour 
referred to was dishonest. The panel have found that the facts amount to 
unacceptable professional conduct. They submit that Ms Mughal’s behaviour was a 
serious departure from the professional conduct expected of a teacher and that there 
was dishonesty. 

 
Ms Mughal submitted various mitigations relating to her personal circumstances, her 
health at the time of the incident, criticism of the way she was managed on the 
PGCE course and she has expressed remorse for her actions. 
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On balance the panel have concluded that, in view of this being a first offence so 
early in her career and at a time of considerable stress, it would be disproportionate 
to recommend a prohibition order. Having given full consideration to the reasons 
given, I support the panel’s conclusion for the reasons set out. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 
DATE: 5 July 2012 


