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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Ms Margaret Hall 

Teacher ref number: 7688762 

Teacher date of birth: 25 August 1955 

NCTL case reference: 15424 

Date of determination: 14 February 2017 

Former employer: Audenshaw School, Manchester 

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 14 February 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Margaret Hall. 

The panel members were Mrs Alison Walsh (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mrs Ann 

Walker (lay panellist) and Mr Maurice McBride (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Guy Micklewright of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Jennie Roddy of Nabarro LLP 

solicitors. 

The meeting took place in private, save for the announcement of the panel’s decision, 

which was announced in public and recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Meeting dated 17 January 

2017: 

You are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute in that whilst working as an assistant headteacher at 

Audenshaw School ("the School") you failed to maintain appropriate professional 

standards in that: 

1. You knowingly used a live controlled assessment task for practice purposes by 

presenting two PowerPoints to students with questions taken directly from two 

controlled assessments; 

2. By your actions set out above you: 

a) Either deliberately or otherwise gave students an unfair advantage in the 

physics controlled assessment ISA; 

b) Failed to adhere to guidance and/or procedures for controlled assessments; 

c) Were dishonest. 

Ms Hall admits all the facts of the allegation. 

Ms Hall admits that the facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel noted that in the response to the Notice of Referral the teacher had indicated 

that she did not consent to the NCTL considering a hearing in a shorter time period than 

eight weeks from the Notice of Proceedings. The panel first considered whether the 

proceedings had been properly convened. 

The panel considered that the procedure for notification of a meeting is different to that 

for a hearing. Paragraphs 4.11. and 4.12. of the document Teacher misconduct - 

Disciplinary procedures for the teaching profession (“the Disciplinary Procedures”) deal 

with the requirements for a valid Notice of Proceedings, in particular that it must be 

served eight weeks prior to the hearing. It is of note that the section dealing with those 

requirements makes no mention of the requirements for a meeting and refers only to a 

"hearing".  Paragraphs 4.83. to 4.91. deal with allegations considered in a meeting. No 

requirement is laid down for notification of the date for a meeting to be given a certain 

period of time in advance. Paragraph 4.84. does, however, require that the teacher 

responds to a request from the presenting officer to agree a Statement of Agreed Facts 
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within three weeks. In so responding, the teacher must provide any further information 

they wish along with reasons why the case should be considered without a hearing. It is 

then for the NCTL to decide whether it is appropriate to dispose of the case by way of a 

meeting. 

The panel considered that, on a proper interpretation of the Disciplinary Procedures, 

there is no requirement for the teacher to be notified eight weeks prior to the meeting of 

the date of the meeting. Accordingly, it concluded that there has been no failure by the 

NCTL to comply with the notification requirements and the panel is properly seized of the 

matter. 

The panel noted that a letter from one of Ms Hall's clinicians of some two and a half 

pages had not been reproduced in the bundle properly. Although the second and third 

pages of the document were legible, part of the left hand side of the first page was not 

copied and had a dark area on the bottom left hand corner and it was not clear to the 

panel whether this was a result of poor copying by the NCTL's solicitors or whether the 

document was of poor quality when first supplied by the teacher. The panel considered 

whether, in the absence of a fully legible copy, it could fairly dispose of the case against 

the teacher without adjourning for efforts to be made to obtain a better copy. 

The panel considered that it was not necessary to adjourn the proceedings. Enough of 

the document was legible that, when placed in the context of other medical evidence in 

the bundle, the panel considered that it would be able to understand its relevance to the 

grounds of mitigation advanced by the teacher and give it the necessary weight. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Referral, response and Notice of Meeting – pages 5 to 12b 

Section 3: Statement of Agreed Facts and presenting officer representations – pages 14 

to 20 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 22 to 174 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 176 to 248  

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 
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E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

The panel has carefully considered the case before it and has reached a decision. 

The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Ms Hall was employed at Audenshaw School as an assistant headteacher, with a 

teaching specialism in chemistry and physics. The allegations arise from the manner in 

which Ms Hall prepared some of her students for a physics ISA assessment in the 

summer term of 2016. On 28 April 2016 a letter was received by the School from the 

examination board, AQA. The letter referred to the use by some teachers of PowerPoint 

presentations containing questions which closely mirror the questions contained in the 

assessment materials. Once 'primed' students are then given the formal assessment 

material. 

The School undertook an internal investigation. During that investigation Ms Hall 

admitted that she had let candidates practise the actual assessment questions as part of 

their preparation for the assessment. Such practice is expressly precluded in the 

specification to the ISA set by the examination board. Ms Hall had signed a 'Teacher 

Declaration' that each candidate's work was conducted under the conditions laid out by 

the specification when it was not. 

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for 

these reasons: 

1. You knowingly used a live controlled assessment task for practice purposes 

by presenting two PowerPoints to students with questions taken directly 

from two controlled assessments; 

2. By your actions set out above you: 

a) Either deliberately or otherwise gave students an unfair advantage in 

the physics controlled assessment ISA; 

b) Failed to adhere to guidance and/or procedures for controlled 

assessments; 

These allegations have been admitted by the teacher, including in a Statement of Agreed 

Facts signed and dated by her on 3 December 2016. The panel has considered the 



7 

documentary evidence in the bundle and is satisfied that it is consistent with Ms Hall's 

admissions. Accordingly, the panel find the allegations proved. 

c) Were dishonest. 

This allegation has been admitted by the teacher. In the Statement of Agreed Facts Ms 

Hall has accepted that her actions were dishonest by the standards of reasonable and 

honest people and that she knew that they were dishonest by those standards. 

The panel noted, in particular, that Ms Hall has admitted that she signed the Teacher 

Declaration on the front of the Candidate Record form, confirming that each candidate's 

work was conducted under the conditions laid out in the examination board's 

specification. She would have known at the time of signing the document there is an 

expectation that the representation is made accurately, so that the examination board 

can be satisfied as to the integrity of the assessment process. By signing the document, 

Ms Hall sought to deliberately mislead the examination board. The panel concluded that 

doing so was dishonest by the standards of reasonable and honest people and that Ms 

Hall knew that she was acting dishonestly by those standards. Accordingly, the panel 

finds the allegation proved. 

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

Having found the allegations to have been proven, the panel has gone on to consider 

whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

prohibition of teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Hall in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two, Ms Hall is in breach of the following standards: 

 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; 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach…; 
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 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Hall fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. 

The panel has also considered whether Ms Hall's conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice. 

The panel has found that none of these offences are relevant. 

The panel considers that Ms Hall, as an assistant headteacher, was in a significant 

position of trust and responsibility. She is required to act as a role model for both staff 

and pupils. Her actions had the effect of artificially raising the standard of some students' 

attainment in examination conditions. Her actions were then compounded in their 

seriousness by her dishonest actions in misrepresenting to the examination board that 

the assessments had been conducted in the appropriate manner. Such conduct is wholly 

unacceptable for a teacher. 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Ms Hall is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and 

considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the 

community. The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 

hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in the 

way they behave. 

The findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

negative impact on Ms Hall's status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception. The public, and in particular pupils, are entitled to have confidence that 

teachers will ensure that examination board requirements are followed when pupils are 

assessed. By deliberately and dishonestly departing from the expected standards Ms 

Hall has undermined that trust and significantly disadvantaged her pupils. 

The panel therefore finds that Ms Hall's actions constitute 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 is 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. 
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In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is 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 a punitive effect.   

The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the  

Advice and having done so has found a number of them to be relevant in this case, 

namely the protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, 

and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Ms Hall, which involved dishonesty and the abuse 

of a position of trust, there is a public interest consideration in protecting pupils given the 

deliberate undermining of the assessment process. 

Similarly, the panel considers that public confidence in the profession could be weakened 

if conduct such as that found against Ms Hall were not treated seriously when regulating 

the conduct of the profession. 

The panel considered that a public interest consideration in declaring proper standards of 

conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against Ms Hall was 

outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

However, the panel also considered that there was a significant public interest 

consideration in competent and motivated teachers being permitted to continue teaching. 

It is of particular note that Ms Hall is an otherwise competent science teacher. It would 

appear that, if permitted to continue teaching, there may be a permanent teaching role 

available to Ms Hall at her current place of employment, Kingsway School, who are fully 

aware of and are awaiting the outcome of these proceedings before making a decision. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations which pointed towards a 

prohibition order 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 Hall. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Ms 

Hall. 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 proven. In the list 

of such behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:  

 Serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

 Misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils…;  
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 Abuse of position or trust (particularly involving vulnerable pupils) or violation of 

the rights of pupils; 

 Dishonesty especially where there have been serious consequences, and/or it has 

been repeated and/or covered up. 

Even though there were behaviours, identified in the Advice, that would point to a 

prohibition order being appropriate, the panel went on to consider whether or not there 

were sufficient mitigating factors to militate against a prohibition order being an 

appropriate and proportionate measure to impose, particularly taking into account the 

nature and severity of the behaviour in this case.  

The teacher has a previously good history and the panel accepts that this was a single, 

isolated, incident and out of character. 

The panel has given careful consideration to the medical evidence provided by Ms Hall. 

In particular, the panel's decision has been influenced by a comprehensive psychiatric 

report from a consultant psychiatrist. It is clear to the panel that a significant causative 

factor in the otherwise out of character behaviour is the "insidious onset" of the 

psychiatric disorder with which she has been diagnosed. The panel notes that this 

condition is one which she would have been suffering from at the time of her conduct and 

that, in the opinion of the psychiatrist, she would not have had the opportunity to address 

it in a meaningful manner. Ms Hall is continuing to receive treatment for her condition and 

it would appear that successful progress is being made. The panel notes the testimonial 

from the headteacher of Kingsway School, where she is currently employed, which 

expresses no concern as to her honesty, integrity or skills as a teacher. It is of particular 

note that this testimonial and an offer of permanent employment is made by the 

headteacher in full knowledge of these proceedings.  

The panel has noted Ms Hall's admission of her conduct during the investigation by the 

School following the raising of concerns by the AQA examination board. It considers that 

the remorse expressed by Ms Hall in her witness statement is genuine and heart-felt. The 

panel considers that she has genuine insight into her misconduct and that it is unlikely to 

be repeated. 

A finding of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute does not automatically require the imposition of a prohibition 

order. A prohibition order is the ultimate sanction. The statutory regime does not give the 

panel the range of sanction options which are open to other professional regulators, such 

as a reprimand, conditions of practice or suspension for a fixed period. The panel bears 

in mind that, applying the principle of proportionality correctly, the bar for being satisfied 

that it is appropriate to recommend a prohibition order is a necessarily high one. 

Although the misconduct is serious, as is admitted by Ms Hall, put in the context of the 

significant mitigating features of the case the panel is not satisfied that the high bar for 
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the imposition of the sanction of prohibition from teaching for life of an otherwise 

competent and dedicated teacher is crossed.  

The panel has therefore determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not 

be appropriate in this case. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendations of the 

panel. The panel has found all of the allegations proven, and has made findings of 

unprofessional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

I have given due regard to the fact that the panel has considered the particular public 

interest considerations set out in the Advice, and having done so has found a number of 

them to be relevant in this case, namely: the protection of pupils, the maintenance of 

public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of 

conduct. 

I agree with the panel that there is a public interest consideration in respect of the 

protection of pupils, given the panel’s findings against Ms Hall, which involved dishonesty 

and the abuse of a position of trust.  

The panel found Ms Hall in breach of the following standards: 

 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; 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach… 

 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

I agree with the panel when they conclude that they are satisfied that the conduct of Ms 

Hall fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession. 

I have read the guidance that is published by the Secretary of State and taken that into 

account. I have also taken into account the need to be proportionate.  

 

I have taken into account the public interest as well as the interests of Ms Hall.   
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The panel has noted a number of factors in mitigation. The teacher has a previously good 

history and the panel accepts that this was a single, isolated, incident and out of 

character. 

I have given careful consideration to the representations of the panel with regard to their 

consideration of the medical evidence provided by Ms Hall.  

The panel considers that the remorse expressed by Ms Hall in her witness statement is 

genuine and heart-felt. The panel considers that she has genuine insight into her 

misconduct and that it is unlikely to be repeated. 

I note that the panel, having given careful regard to the public interest, is not of the view 

that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response. Of significant weight in 

reaching this view is the testimonial from the Headteacher of Kingsway School, where 

she is currently employed, who expresses no concern as to her honesty, integrity or skills 

as a teacher.  

This being the case, I agree with the panel that the prohibition of Ms Hall would be a loss 

to the teaching profession. 

The finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute in itself is a sufficiently clear message. This message reinforces 

the standards expected of teachers, and supports the maintenance of public confidence 

in the profession.  

In conclusion, I agree with the panel’s recommendation that prohibition is neither 

proportionate nor appropriate in this case.  

 

Decision maker: Jayne Millions  

Date: 22 February 2017 

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

State. 

 


