
 
 
 
 
 
In the matter of Section 22 of the Chiropractors Act 1994 (“the Act”)  
 
and 
 
The General Chiropractic Council (Professional Conduct Committee) Rules 2000 (“the Rules”) 
 

 
  

NOTICE OF FINDING BY 
THE PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT COMMITTEE 
OF THE GENERAL CHIROPRACTIC COUNCIL 

 
 

Name of Respondent: Kolawole Akindapo Akindele 
Address of Respondent: The Chiropractic & Complementary Health Centre 

6 North Brink 
Wisbech 
Cambridgeshire 
PE13 IJR 

Registration Number of Respondent: 01047 
 

 
On 29 October 2019, in accordance with the provisions of Section 22(7) of the Chiropractors 
Act 1994, the Professional Conduct Committee (‘the Committee’) of the General Chiropractic 
Council met to review the Conditions of Practice currently in force against you. 
 
In accordance with the provisions of Rule 18(2) of the General Chiropractic Council 
(Professional Conduct Committee) Rules 2000 (‘the Rules’), notice is hereby given of the 
decision of the Committee. 
 

 
DECISION  

 
Introduction 

1. This is a statutory review of a Conditions of Practice Order (‘the Order’) 
currently imposed upon Mr Kolawole Akindele (‘the Registrant’) by the Professional 
Conduct Committee on 09 May 2019 for a period of 6 months pursuant to section 22 
of the Chiropractors Act 1994. That Order came into effect 28 days after the 
Registrant was formally notified of it. The order expires on 20 December 2019.  

2. In advance of this review hearing, the Committee was provided with a bundle 
of documents by the General Chiropractic Council ( ‘the GCC’) which ran to 101 
pages. On the morning of the hearing, the Committee was also provided with an 
opening note by Mr Collins who appeared on behalf of the GCC and with a further 
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bundle of documentation comprising 195 pages which had been provided by the 
Registrant shortly before the hearing.  

 
Preliminary Issue 
 

3. At the beginning of the hearing, the Chair and the registrant member of the 
Committee, Mr Gaiger, made declarations that they had both been members of 
Committees that had heard previous cases involving the Registrant. The Chair had 
heard a case involving criminal convictions under the Housing Act which had 
resulted in the Registrant being given an Admonishment. Mr Gaiger had sat on the 
original hearing when the current Order had been imposed. Both the Chair and Mr 
Gaiger had sat on a review hearing in July 2019 in a separate case involving the 
Registrant when a suspension order had been extended for a further period. That 
decision is the subject of an appeal to the High Court by the Registrant. 

4. The Committee particularly noted the email correspondence from the Registrant 
dated 26 October 2019 entitled Application for adjournment of the matter of the 
Review Hearing. The Committee had not seen this material in advance of the 
hearing. The Committee noted that the Registrant had submitted that the Committee 
should consider the question of prejudice in proceeding with this review hearing 
today and further, raised issues of “inequality, inequity and lack of fair hearing 
perceived by the respondent” (Registrant). 

5. Mr Collins indicated that the Registrant had submitted Grounds of Appeal and a 
skeleton argument for the pending High Court proceedings.  

6. Whilst these documents were not made available to the Committee, Mr Collins 
outlined the references, from both the Grounds of Appeal and the skeleton, which 
might properly be regarded as embracing concerns about the Committee’s bias or 
unfairness.  

7. Mr Collins indicated that the skeleton argument had been drafted by the Registrant 
without any apparent legal assistance and that the Grounds of Appeal appeared to be 
the same.  

8. Mr Collins further advised the Committee that the Grounds of Appeal included an 
alleged breach of the Registrant’s human rights (although the particular rights 
alleged to have been infringed were not specified) and that the decision of the 
Professional Conduct Committee in July 2019 had been “arbitrary, excessive, 
punitive and unfair”.  

9. Mr Collins confirmed that the skeleton argument submitted to the High Court 
reiterated those points.  

10. Mr Collins submitted that it was a matter for the Committee’s judgement as to 
whether it should recuse itself in light of these facts. 

11. In considering whether to recuse itself, the Committee heard and accepted the advice 
of the Legal Assessor who referred to the following authorities: 

a. Rasool v General Pharmaceutical Council [2015] EWHC 217 (Admin) 
b. Porter v Magill [2002] 2 AC 357 
c. Datta v General Medical Council, Privy Council Appeal No. 34 of 1985 

12. The Committee recognised that every case turned on its own facts and that the 
Registrant had not previously raised any objection in respect of Committee members 
who had been involved in any earlier hearings with the Registrant. However the 
Committee noted that the Registrant was not present or represented today. 
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13. The Committee adopted the well-established principle: would a fair minded 
observer, having considered the relevant facts, conclude there was a real possibility 
that a tribunal was consciously or subconsciously biased.  

14. The Committee further considered the importance of the appearance of 
independence and impartiality and whether in all the circumstances this element had 
been satisfied. The Committee bore in mind the comments made in Porter v Magill 
that “the appearance of independence and impartiality is just as important as the 
question of whether these qualities exist in fact. Justice must not only be done it 
must be seen to be done”. 

15. The Committee considered both collectively and individually all of its previous 
dealings with the Registrant and was satisfied that there was no ground upon which 
any Committee member felt compromised in continuing to act in a decision-making 
capacity.  

16. However the Committee then went on to consider the question of “perceived 
unfairness”, mindful that the standpoint of the Registrant is important but not 
necessarily decisive. The Committee has concerns that the Registrant had no 
advance notice of the constitution of today’s Committee. In the light of his 
comments in his email of 26 October 2019, the Committee concluded that it was 
highly likely that the Registrant would have raised further objections to the case 
proceeding if he had known of the constitution of today’s Committee.  

17. Whilst the Committee is satisfied that it can put out of its mind any previous 
dealings with the Registrant, it simply cannot get away from the fact that the 
Registrant is appealing a decision of which two-thirds of this Committee had made 
on the grounds, at least in part, that the Committee lacked fairness.  

18. In those circumstances, the Committee has reservations about its constitution and has 
concluded that an objective observer may well perceive these proceedings as being 
unfair. The Committee has therefore determined in all the circumstances to recuse 
itself in light of the above.  

19. This review hearing will be re-listed before a differently constituted Committee 
before the Order expires on 20 December 2019.  

 
 
That concludes the case. 
 

Chair of the Professional Conduct Committee 
  
Please note that the decision of this Committee is a “relevant decision” for the purposes of 
Section 29 of the National Health Service Reform and Health Care Professions Act 2002. 
 
Signed:  Dated: 29 October 2019 

 
 
Deborah Oso  
Committee Secretary  
On behalf of the Professional Conduct Committee  


	OF THE GENERAL CHIROPRACTIC COUNCIL

