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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mrs Angela Judith Patricia Smith 

NCTL case reference: 14580 

Date of determination: 27 February 2017 

Former employer: Federation of Greenways Schools (formerly Thorpe 

Greenways Infant School). 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 5 October 2016 and again on 27 

February 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the 

case of Mrs Angela Judith Patricia Smith. 

The panel members were Mr Peter Cooper (teacher panellist – in the chair), Ms Sarah 

Evans (teacher panellist) and Ms Gill Tomlinson (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel on 5 October 2016 was Ms Tanwyn James and on 27 

February 2017 Mr Graham Miles, both of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College on 5 October 2016 was Mr Harry Bentley 

and on 27 February 2017 was Mr Tom Day, both of Counsel and instructed by Nabarro 

LLP solicitors. 

Mrs Smith was present and was represented by Mr Ben Amunwa of Counsel, instructed 

by the NASUWT. 

The hearing took place in public, (save for parts of the evidence relating to details of Mrs 

Smith’s health, which were heard in private), and was recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 5 July 

2016. 

It was alleged that Mrs Angela Judith Patricia Smith was guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

Whilst working at Federation of Greenways Schools (formerly Thorpe Greenways Infant 

school) (‘the School’) from around December 2014, she failed to maintain proper 

professional boundaries in that she: 

1. Informed her colleagues at the School that her husband had: 

 a. Mental health problems; 

 b. Been suspended under the Mental health Act; 

           c. Been suspended from work due to fighting; 

           d. Attempted suicide; 

           e. Been admitted to hospital as a result of the suicide attempt. 

2. Informed the School that the medical staff were considering switching off her 

husband’s life-support machine following his alleged suicide attempt. 

3. As a result of the difficulties which she described to the School in respect of her 

husband: 

           a. She was granted reduced working hours; 

 b. She was given compassionate leave from the School. 

4. She explained that bruising on her face and/or wrist as a result of domestic violence, 

caused to her by her husband. 

5. The above details set out at paragraphs 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 and/or 4 were fabricated 

and untrue. 

6. Her actions set out at paragraphs 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 and/or 4 were dishonest. 

Mrs Smith admitted the alleged facts and that those admitted facts amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 
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C. Preliminary applications 

There were no preliminary applications 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing on 5 October 2016, the panel received a bundle of documents 

which included: 

Section 1: Chronology – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings, Response and signed Statement of Agreed Facts – 

pages 5 to 17 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 19 to 24 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 26 to 90 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 92 to 279  

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

hearing. 

In addition, on 27 February 2017, the panel agreed to accept an additional bundle of 

documents, which contained the following: 

1. An updated witness statement of Mrs Smith and exhibits, pages 1 – 6 

2. Daily Mail (online), pages 7 – 10 

3. Echo article (online), pages 9 - 10 

4. Lesson observation dated 4 November 2016, pages 11 - 14 

5. Monitoring focus report dated 15 November 2016, pages 15 -16 

6. Statement by Individual A, dated 17 January 2017, page 17 

7. Report of judgment in Wallace v Secretary of State for Education [2017] EWHC 

109 (Admin), pages 18 - 46  

8. Letter of apology from Mrs Smith to the School 
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Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witness called by the presenting officer: 

 Witness A, Vice Principal of the School 

The panel also heard evidence from the following witnesses called by Mr Amunwa: 

 Mrs Angela Smith 

 Witness B, Executive Principal at Harris Academy Chafford Hundred 

 Witness C, Principal at Harris Academy Chafford Hundred 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the hearing.  

Mrs Smith was employed by the Federation of Greenways School (formerly Thomas 

Greenways Infant school) (‘the School’) from 4 January 2006 until 31 May 2015 as a 

Senior Teacher. In December 2014, Mrs Smith requested support in respect of her 

working hours at the School and explained that this was required due to her husband, 

who was a teacher at another school, having mental health problems. Mrs Smith also 

stated that her husband had tried to commit suicide one afternoon when she was at work. 

Mrs Smith also informed her colleagues that her husband had been sectioned under the 

Mental Health Act and that, when he was at home with her overnight, a chaperone was 

provided by social care. 

The School reduced Mrs Smith’s working hours from a normal working day 

(approximately 8.30am to 4.30pm) to 9.30am to 2.30pm, with an agreement that she 

could leave school during the reduced hours, if needed, for the sake of her husband’s 

wellbeing. 

In January 2015, Mrs Smith had visible bruising to her face and wrist which she stated 

had been caused by her husband. As a result of this, Mrs Smith was granted five days 

paid leave. Later in January 2015, Mrs Smith sent an email to the Vice Principal in which 

she stated that her husband had tried to overwhelm her. She also told a colleague that 

support from social care seemed gradually withdrawn and that she felt increasingly 

vulnerable.  
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In March 2015, Mrs Smith stated that her husband had returned to work, but had been 

suspended because he had been involved in a fight with another member of staff. When 

Mrs Smith returned to work after the Easter holidays, she stated that there had been an 

incident at her home the previous evening and that she had stayed at a hotel for the 

night. Mrs Smith also stated that, on subsequently arriving at home, she found her 

husband had attempted suicide again and was being taken to hospital immediately.   

During April 2015, Mrs Smith made a number of statements to colleagues in the senior 

leadership team by email and text messages, in which she referred to the deterioration in 

her husband’s condition. This included a statement that consideration was being given to 

turning his life support machine off. Due to the nature of these statements and the 

potential outcome, the School informed the employer of Mrs Smith’s husband. Contact 

was then made with the local authority to share the information. It then became apparent 

that Mrs Smith’s husband was in good health, was present at his place of employment 

and was undertaking his duties without difficulty. 

On 21 April 2015, a meeting was held with Mrs Smith, when she initially stood by her 

previous statements. However, Mrs Smith then admitted that she had fabricated the 

previous statements about her husband and disclosed that she had been suffering from 

health problems. A further meeting was held on 14 May 2015 in which Mrs Smith 

accepted that she had told lies and that, as a result, she had received paid time out of 

school unnecessarily. Mrs Smith also accepted in that meeting that her actions had 

resulted in emotional distress to deceived colleagues. On 31 May 2015, Mrs Smith 

resigned her position at the School  

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

Whilst working at Federation of Greenways Schools (formerly Thorpe Greenways 

Infant school) (‘the School’) from around December 2014, you failed to maintain 

proper professional boundaries in that you: 

1. Informed your colleagues at the School that your husband had: 

 a. Mental health problems; 

 b. Been suspended under the Mental health Act; 

           c. Been suspended from work due to fighting; 

           d. Attempted suicide; 

           e. Been admitted to hospital as a result of the suicide attempt. 

2. You informed the School that the medical staff were considering switching off 

your husband’s life-support machine following his alleged suicide attempt. 
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3. As a result of the difficulties which you described to the School in respect of 

your husband: 

           a. You were granted reduced working hours; 

 b. You were given compassionate leave from the School. 

4. You explained that bruising on your face and/or wrist as a result of domestic 

violence, caused to you by your husband. 

5. The above details set out at paragraphs 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 and/or 4 were 

fabricated and untrue. 

6. Your actions set out at paragraphs 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 and/or 4 were dishonest. 

Mrs Smith admits the allegations and each of its particulars and has signed a Statement 

of Agreed Facts dated 14 June 2016, which the panel has carefully considered. The 

panel has also been provided with copies of emails and text messages sent by Mrs 

Smith. The panel finds the facts proved in relation to allegations 1 to 5. 

The panel recognised that allegation 6 alleges that Mrs Smith's actions in allegations 1 to 

4 were dishonest and that dishonesty has a specific legal meaning. In considering 

whether the actions in allegation 6 have been proved on the balance of probabilities, the 

panel considered the application of that test. The panel noted that Mrs Smith admitted 

that her actions were dishonest by the standards of the reasonable and honest person 

and that she must have known or ought to have known that her actions were dishonest 

by those standards. The panel finds the facts of allegation 6 proved. 

Accordingly, the panel finds the facts of all of the allegations proved. 

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

Mrs Smith has admitted that her actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct 

and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. The panel has taken these 

admissions into account, but made its own determination.  

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 Mrs Smith in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

Part Two, Mrs Smith is in breach of the following standards:  

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

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 
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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 behaviour of Mrs Smith amounts to serious misconduct 

which falls significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

The panel has also considered whether Mrs Smith’s conduct displayed behaviours 

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

The panel has made a finding that Mrs Smith's actions were dishonest and that, as a 

result, she was allowed to work a reduced number of hours. The panel heard no 

evidence to suggest that Mrs Smith's actions were motivated by financial gain, but by a 

desire to work less hours. On that basis, the panel did not consider that the conduct 

displayed behaviours associated with the criminal offence of fraud or serious dishonesty. 

The panel heard no evidence to suggest that children were directly affected adversely, 

though Mrs Smith's actions are likely to have resulted in other teachers having to cover 

the hours in question. However, the dishonest behaviour was repeated and caused some 

emotional distress to Mrs Smith's colleagues. 

The panel is satisfied that Mrs Smith is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct. 

In relation to conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, 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 also 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 panel finds that Mrs Smith'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. 

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

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

the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding 

proper standards of conduct. The panel also acknowledged that there is a public interest 

in a teacher who is able to make a valuable contribution to the profession being able to 

continue in that profession, as outlined in the judgment in Wallace v Secretary of State 

for Education [2017] EWHC 109(Admin). 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mrs Smith, which involved dishonesty in the 

fabrication of stories over several months, the panel considers that public confidence in 

the profession could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found were not 

treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel also considered that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against 

Mrs Smith was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations 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 Mrs Smith. In considering the 

issue of proportionality, the panel applied the following test: 

Whether a less intrusive measure could be used without unacceptably compromising the 

achievement of the relevant objective and whether, having regard to these matters and 

the severity of the consequences for Mrs Smith, a fair balance can be struck between the 

rights of Mrs Smith and the interests of the public. 

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

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition. 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; 

 dishonesty, especially where it has been repeated; 

Even though there were behaviours 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 panel heard evidence relating to Mrs Smith's situation at the relevant time. 

[Redacted]. In the panel's view Mrs Smith's health issues and personal circumstances 
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were significant contributory factors towards her dishonest behaviour. The panel was 

reassured to hear and see evidence that Mrs Smith has taken active steps to remedy 

some of the health issues that she was facing. These are continuing and seem to be 

improving her condition. 

The panel noted that Mrs Smith is a person of previous good character and has an 

excellent record of professional performance. The panel heard evidence from Witness A, 

Vice Principal of the School. Prior to the conduct in question, the panel heard that Mrs 

Smith was a highly regarded teacher, which led to her promotion within the School. The 

panel also heard evidence from Witness B, Executive Principal and Witness C, Principal, 

of Mrs Smith's present employer, who both spoke very highly of Mrs Smith as an 

outstanding practitioner. In her oral evidence, Witness C stated that it would be 'quite 

devastating I think for the school community if we were to lose somebody who has built 

up quite a good reputation with the whole community'. Witness B and Witness C said 

that, since joining her current school, Mrs Smith has made a significant positive impact on 

the school and the lives of the children within the school. This was confirmed by written 

evidence from parents and children of the school. 

It was clear to the panel from oral and written evidence that Mrs Smith has a high degree 

of insight into her misconduct and is deeply remorseful. She has taken important, positive 

steps to address personal issues and move forward successfully in her new role. Mrs 

Smith has maintained her professionalism throughout these protracted proceedings and 

extensive negative press and media coverage. 

Mrs Smith's professional reputation has already been adversely affected by this media 

attention, both locally and nationally. In the particular circumstances of this case, the 

public findings of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute is a sanction in itself and will be with Mrs Smith throughout her 

career as a teacher.  

Taking all of these considerations into account, the panel is of the view that a prohibition 

order in relation to Mrs Smith is not necessary in order to protect the public interest. 

The panel is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.  

Given the particular circumstances, the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less 

serious end of the possible spectrum. In light of the mitigating factors that were present in 

this case, the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not 

be appropriate in this case. 
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Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given this case very careful consideration.  

I have also given careful consideration to the recommendation of the panel in respect of 

sanction. 

This is a case where the panel has found unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

The panel has found that the teacher, Mrs Smith is in breach of the following standards:  

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

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

This case has been given very careful consideration by the panel and they have weighed 

up the public interest and the interests of the teacher. In particular, the panel has given 

careful consideration to the fact that a finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is a serious matter in itself. I agree 

with that and I have similarly weighed the interests in this case. 

The panel has set out the extent to which Mrs Smith has shown insight and remorse. It 

has also taken into account a number of other factors which I also find to be relevant in 

this case relating to the health of Mrs Smith. 

I support the recommendation of the panel that in this case a prohibition order is not 

necessary in the public interest. The declaration of the finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is 

sufficient and a proportionate response to the allegations found proven, which as the 

panel says are at the less serious end of the possible spectrum. 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 1 March 2017 

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

State. 


