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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 8 July 2019, in accordance with the provisions of Section 22(9) of the Chiropractors Act 
1994, the Professional Conduct Committee (“the Committee”) of the General Chiropractic 
Council met to review the Suspension order 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 nine months Suspension Order made at a review 
hearing on 19 October 2018 which is due to expire on 15 August 2019. 

 
Preliminary Issue 

2. The Chair and a member of the Committee, Mr Gaiger, made declarations that 
they had both been members of Committees that had heard previous cases 
involving Mr Akindele. Mr Collins, on behalf of the General Chiropractic Council 
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(GCC), and Ms Alexis, on behalf of Mr Akindele, indicated that they had no 
submissions to make on the matter and both indicated that they were content for 
the Committee, as presently constituted, to hear this case. 
 
 

Background 
 

3. At the substantive hearing Mr Akindele faced the following Allegation: 
 
 

That being a registered chiropractor you were convicted of a criminal offence and/or are 
guilty of unacceptable professional conduct in that: 

 
1. At all material times you were a registered chiropractor. 

 
2. In an online application form for the retention of your practising certificate 

completed on/or about 20 November 2013 you undertook to notify the General 
Chiropractic Council within 7 days of any criminal convictions or cautions you 
received. 
 

3. On 4 April 2014 you were convicted at Grantham Magistrates’ Court, having 
been found guilty of the offence of failing to give information relating to the 
identification of the driver of a vehicle, namely a Peugeot EK09 LFA, who 
was alleged to have been guilty of an offence, contrary to section 172(3) of the 
Road Traffic Act 1988. You were sentenced to a fine of £600 and your driving 
license was endorsed with 6 points. 

 
4. You did not inform the General Chiropractic Council within 7 days or at all of 

the conviction set out at 3 above. 
 

5. Your actions at 4 above were dishonest in that you knew you were under a 
duty to report your conviction at 3 above to the General Chiropractic Council 
but did not do so. 

 
6. In an online application form for the retention of your practising certificate 

completed on/or about 1 December 2014 you confirmed that you not been 
convicted of any criminal offence since your last application for registration 
retention. 

 
7. Your actions at 6 above were dishonest in that you knew this statement to be 

false as you had been convicted of the criminal offence set out at 3 above. 
 
 

4. Mr Akindele had admitted Particulars 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6. However, he had denied 
that his actions were dishonest. Mr Akindele gave evidence at the hearing 
and argued that he believed at the time that his conviction fell into a category 
that did not need to be declared and therefore he had not been acting dishonestly. 
In finding both allegations of dishonesty proved, the Committee found as follows: 

 
The Committee found Mr Akindele’s account to be implausible. He had 
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repeatedly failed to inform the police of the identity of the driver when requested. 
He was interviewed by the police with the benefit of a solicitor. He later 
attended the Magistrates’ Court, albeit unrepresented, gave evidence and was 
disbelieved on oath and convicted. He sought to appeal that conviction in the 
Crown Court, where he was legally represented. He gave evidence and the 
Committee had the benefit of the transcript from that hearing. He was again 
disbelieved on oath and the Judge and Magistrates were in no doubt that the 
driver of the car in question was a family member and that the failure to disclose 
was an attempt to avoid prosecution by the police for the speeding matter. 

 
The Committee was satisfied that having concealed the true identity of the driver 
from the police, Mr Akindele then decided to conceal his conviction from the 
GCC. At no time were the words “fixed penalty fine” used in either the 
summons sent to Mr Akindele, the Magistrates’ Court proceedings or the Crown 
Court appeal proceedings. The fact that Mr Akindele was given a £600 fine 
and allowed to repay it at £10 per week clearly indicates that the fine was 
not fixed but rather reflected his means. It would have been very clear to him 
that he had been convicted of a criminal offence and indeed he accepts as much. 

 
The Committee did not accept his explanation that he somehow thought he didn't 
have to declare it because it came within the exemption for road traffic matters 
where one receives a fixed penalty fine but is not disqualified. The guidance, if he 
did indeed look at it at the time, is clear that one does not need to declare fixed 
penalty fines for traffic offences. There is no mention of the word conviction. It 
relates solely to fixed penalty fines and not convictions as a result of a court 
process. By his own admission he had made no enquiries about what 
constituted a fixed penalty fine and had not thought it wise to phone the GCC 
to check. The Committee was satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that 
the reason he did not do that was because he knew full well that he was 
required to disclose the matter and he decided instead to conceal it from the GCC. 

 
When reaching this conclusion the Committee did take into account Mr 
Akindele’s self- referral for the Housing Management Act conviction, but noted 
that even when making that declaration Mr Akindele appeared to be denying 
the fact of the conviction by ticking the “no” box and going on to give an 
explanation. 

 
Accordingly, applying the two stage test for dishonesty and the civil standard of 
proof, the Committee was satisfied that, by the standards of reasonable and 
honest members of the profession, what Mr Akindele did was dishonest and that 
at the time he knew that what he was doing was, by those standards, dishonest. 
The Committee therefore finds Particulars 5 and 7 proved. 

 
5. The Committee stated it was in no doubt that Mr Akindele’s actions amounted 

to misconduct and decided the appropriate and proportionate sanction was a 
period of suspension for nine months. In reaching its decision on sanction the 
Committee found the following aggravating and mitigating factors: 

 
Aggravating factors - the dishonesty was not an isolated incident; there was 
limited insight; there was a deliberate misleading of the authorities; the 
dishonesty was commissioned against the Regulator whose function it is to 
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protect the public and such action undermines the regulatory process; he gave 
some untruthful evidence. 

 
Mitigating factors - no previous disciplinary findings before the GCC in 20 
years of practice; positive testimonials that speak highly of him as a 
clinician; no harm to patients from either the conviction or the dishonesty; 
some admissions to the matters alleged. 

 
6. In reaching its decision to impose an order of suspension for a period of nine 

months, the Committee stated: 
 

The Committee was of the view that although Mr Akindele’s behaviour was 
serious, on the scale of dishonesty it was not the most serious of cases. He had 
shown some insight by admitting some of the Particulars. Although not isolated 
the dishonesty arose out of the same set of circumstances. There was no question 
about his clinical practice and no harm to patients. He had a long and 
otherwise unblemished career and would suffer severe financial implications if 
erased from the register. The Committee did consider erasure, but for all these 
reasons the Committee decided that erasure in all the circumstances of this case 
would be disproportionate. The Committee therefore decided that a period of 
suspension was the appropriate and proportionate sanction in this case. The 
Committee decided that such an order would be for a period of nine months 
to mark the seriousness of the behaviour and send out a clear message to Mr 
Akindele and the profession that this sort of behaviour would not be tolerated 
and should not happen again. The Committee recognised that this could have a 
severe financial impact on Mr Akindele and those who depend on him, however 
this had to be balanced with the public interest and the Committee considered 
that failing to suspend a chiropractor from the Register in these circumstances 
would seriously undermine public confidence in the profession of chiropractic 
and in the GCC as its regulator. 

 
 
7. Mr Akindele appealed this decision and his appeal was heard by the High Court   

on 31 January 2018. He was unsuccessful, and accordingly the Suspension 
Order commenced from that date. 

 
8. At the review hearing on 19 October 2018, the Committee stated: 

 
The Committee was particularly keen to see if there was any evidence of 
insight demonstrated by Mr Akindele. It noted with concern that Mr Akindele 
had not provided the most significant matters, suggested by the substantive 
Committee, to assist it in reviewing the Order. In particular, there was no 
reflective piece and no up-to-date testimonials or references. He had provided 
some evidence of his continued professional development and Miss Alexis took 
the Committee thought (sic) those documents. There was, therefore, some 
evidence that he had kept his theory and knowledge up to date. 

 
Mr Akindele chose not to provide oral evidence to the Committee, as was his 
right. Miss Alexis submitted that there was no reflective piece because Mr 
Akindele is in the process of considering a further appeal. She emphasised the 



6  

mitigating factors noted at the substantive hearing and the fact that the sanction 
imposed was to uphold public confidence in the profession and the GCC as its 
regulator. She stated that the Suspension Order was “having a dire impact on 
him financially, the way he is practising at the moment.” Miss Alexis did not 
elaborate further. 

 
The Committee had no evidence that Mr Akindele fully appreciated the gravity of 
the offence, in fact quite the opposite because he had indicated he was 
considering a further appeal and that was why he had not provided a reflective 
piece. He had demonstrated no insight or appreciation of the impact of his 
behaviour. He had provided no up-to-date references attesting to his probity, 
honesty and integrity. 

 
The Committee was also concerned that Mr Akindele may have re-offended in 
that he may have been continuing to use the title of Chiropractor in direct 
breach of the Suspension Order. The Committee took into account the fact 
that this was an as yet unproven allegation, also the Committee had seen no 
evidence in support of the allegation and Mr Akindele had not yet responded to 
it. However, the Committee gave some weight to this allegation in light of the 
fact that the Registrar had “considered and applied the GCC code of practice 
for criminal investigations and prosecutions under the Chiropractors Act 1994 
(July 2012) and determined that the GCC will institute a prosecution against 
you by laying an information in the Magistrates’ Court.” This meant that, as far 
as the Registrar was concerned, the case had passed both the evidential test and 
public interest test necessary in order to pursue a criminal prosecution. 

 
Mr Akindele had provided some limited evidence of his efforts to maintain his 
skills and knowledge, but the Committee considered this to be of less importance 
in light of the more serious concerns referred to above. 

 
In all the circumstances, the Committee was not satisfied that Mr Akindele was 
safe to return to unrestricted practice. His absence of insight and his possible 
breach, which if proved would suggest a flagrant disregard of the Suspension 
Order, led the Committee to conclude that to allow him to return to practice 
would seriously undermine confidence in the profession. The original panel found 
there to be cogent evidence of attitudinal problems as reflected in the findings 
of dishonesty. This Committee considered those attitudinal problems continue 
to subsist and therefore it would not be appropriate to allow Mr Akindele to 
return to unrestricted practice. 
 

 
9. That Committee determined that the appropriate and proportionate course was to 

extend the period of suspension for a period of nine months. That Committee 
indicated that there would be a review of the order and that the current Committee 
would be assisted by the same matters that were set out by the Committee at the 
substantive hearing, namely: Mr Akindele’s continued engagement; a reflective 
piece demonstrating his understanding of the Committee’s findings; up to date 
testimonials and references attesting to his probity, honesty and integrity; and 
evidence that he has kept his theory and knowledge up to date. 
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The Committee’s Decision 
 
 

10. The Committee today considered with care all the documentation and the 
submissions made by Mr Collins on behalf of the GCC and Ms Alexis on behalf 
of Mr Akindele. The Committee accepted the advice of the Legal Assessor. 

 
11. The Committee carried out a comprehensive review of the Order in light of all 

the circumstances known at the review hearing and in reaching its decision 
took into account the Guidance on Sanction issued by the GCC. Paragraph 130 
of the Guidance states: 

 
It is important that no chiropractor should be allowed to resume unrestricted 
practice following a period of conditional registration or suspension unless the 
committee considers that they are safe to do so. The committee will need to be 
reassured that the chiropractor is fit to resume practice either unrestricted or 
with conditions, or further conditions. The committee will also need to satisfy 
itself that: 

 
(a) the chiropractor has fully appreciated the gravity of the offence; 
(b) the chiropractor has not re-offended; 
(c) the chiropractor has maintained their skills and knowledge. 

 
12. Paragraph 132 of the Guidance states that the Committee should consider whether 

the Chiropractor has produced any information or objective evidence on these 
matters. 
 

13. The Committee considered that there were two substantive matters to which it 
should give its consideration. The first matter was the extent to which Mr Akindele 
had addressed the issues which had brought him before the Committee originally 
and how much he had been able to demonstrate that he had developed insight into 
them.  This would assist the Committee in determining whether it would be 
appropriate to allow him to return to practice without restriction. The second matter 
concerned the allegation that he had practised as a chiropractor whilst suspended 
which occurred during the currency of the initial period of suspension and of which 
the previous Committee had been aware. The Committee noted that since that 
hearing, Mr Akindele was convicted on 20 June 2019 of the offence that, whilst 
suspended from the register of the GCC, he did unlawfully describe himself as a 
chiropractor.  The Committee bore in mind that it was not considering a fresh 
allegation based on the conviction. However, the Committee did take into account 
the fact that there was cogent evidence before it that Mr Akindele had not complied 
with the requirements of the suspension order.  
 

14. The Committee had regard to the documentary evidence that it received on behalf 
of Mr Akindele. This included a reflective piece prepared by Mr Akindele, 
evidence as to the CPD he has undertaken and a number of testimonials.  
 

15. The Committee was pleased to note that Mr Akindele had engaged with the 
process and had attended today’s review hearing. It then went on to consider the 
reflective piece. The Committee noted that the reflective piece mainly addressed 
the effect that the period of suspension has had on Mr Akindele. He did address to 
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a limited extent the fact of the proven dishonesty, but he failed totally to address 
the issue of the effect that such a finding would have on the public in general and 
the chiropractic profession in particular. The Committee concluded that the 
reflective piece does address some of the relevant issues but demonstrates that Mr 
Akindele has yet to develop full insight into the gravity of the conduct. Mr 
Akindele has failed, adequately, to address the central issue which is the impact of 
the findings of dishonesty towards his regulator.  
 

16. The Committee accepted that Mr Akindele had put evidence of appropriate CPD 
before the Committee. The Committee was also satisfied that he had placed 
appropriate and supportive testimonials before it.  
 

17. The Committee considered that, whilst it was not within its remit to make any 
finding with regard to Mr Akindele’s recent conviction for unlawfully describing 
himself as a chiropractor, it should have some regard to the facts underlying the 
conviction  as this occurred during the period that Mr Akindele was suspended, 
albeit not during his latest period of suspension. The Committee noted that Mr 
Akindele is seeking to appeal against this conviction.  
 

18. The Committee had regard to the fact that it had determined that Mr Akindele has 
yet to demonstrate a full understanding of the seriousness of the findings of 
dishonesty and the effect of those findings on public confidence and the reputation 
of the profession. It also noted that fact of the recent conviction, albeit subject to 
appeal. In the circumstances, the Committee determined that Mr Akindele has not 
demonstrated that he would be able to return to practice unrestricted. 
Consequently, the Committee determined that the current period of suspension 
should be extended. The Committee noted the terms in which Section 22 (9) of the 
Act is set out. It concluded that the Committee has no power to impose a 
conditions of practice order to replace the current order of suspension, even if it 
were minded to do so. In the circumstances of this case, even if the Committee 
had such a power, the Committee did not consider that an order for conditions 
would be the appropriate or proportionate sanction to impose. 
 

19. As to the length of the further period of suspension, the Committee concluded that 
it would be assisted on the next occasion by  Mr Akindele  producing a further 
reflective piece which will demonstrate that he recognizes the gravity of the 
matters which were found proved against him at the substantive hearing and the 
impact of a chiropractor being shown to have acted dishonestly towards  his 
regulator. He may also want to address the effect on public confidence and on the 
reputation of the profession of a chiropractor practising whilst suspended from the 
register. 
 

20. The Committee noted that Mr Akindele has already been subject to two periods of 
suspension of nine months. During the latter part of this period, the Committee 
was satisfied that Mr Akindele had shown that he was developing some insight. 
The Committee concluded that it was likely to take a similar period of time for Mr 
Akindele now to reflect further and to demonstrate that his insight was full and 
that it would be appropriate for him to return to practice unrestricted.  
 

21.  Consequently, the Committee determined that the appropriate and proportionate 
sanction to impose was a further period of nine months suspension of Mr 
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Akindele’s registration. 
 

22. This Order will be reviewed before its expiry and the reviewing Committee 
would be assisted by the further reflective piece as referred to in Paragraph 
19 above. 
 

23. That concludes this case. 
 
 

In accordance with Section 31 of the Chiropractors Act 1994 and Rule 18(2) of the GCC 
(Professional Conduct Committee) Rules 2000, this Order will come into effect 28 days from 
the date on which notification of the decision is sent to you, unless you exercise your right of 
appeal, which must be exercised before the expiry of that 28 day period, in which case it will 
come into effect only if and when the appeal is withdrawn or dismissed. 

 
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: 08 July 2019 

 

 
Deborah Oso  
On behalf of the Professional Conduct Committee 
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