
 

Mr Kieran Salter: 
Professional conduct 
panel outcome  
Panel decision and reasons on behalf of the 
Secretary of State for Education 

November 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2 

Contents 
Introduction 3 

Allegations 4 

Preliminary applications 5 

Summary of evidence 6 

Documents 6 

Witnesses 6 

Decision and reasons 7 

Findings of fact 8 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 18 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 21 

  



3 

Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 
behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Kieran Salter 

TRA reference:  18219 

Date of determination: 13 and 14 October and 8 November 2021 

Former employer: St Mary and St Giles School, Milton Keynes ("the School") 

Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened virtually (via Microsoft Teams) on 13 October 2021 to consider the case 
of Mr Kieran Salter. 

The panel members were Mr John Martin (teacher panellist – in the chair), Ms Esther 
Maxwell (lay panellist) and Professor Roger Woods (former teacher panellist). 

The legal advisors to the panel were Mr Delme Griffiths (on 13-14 October) and Ms Clare 
Strickland (on 8 November), both of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Ms Naomh Gibson of Browne Jacobson solicitors. 

Mr Salter was present. He was represented by Mr Joe Millington of St Philips Chambers. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 
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Allegations 
The panel considered the allegations set out in the notice of proceedings dated 13 July 
2021. 

It was alleged that Mr Salter was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

1.  He displayed inappropriate behaviour towards Pupil M, who was a vulnerable 
pupil, on or around 15 October 2018 including by: 

a)  using inappropriate volume towards Pupil M in an intimidating manner; 

b)  using inappropriate physical contact and/or force towards Pupil M 

2. His conduct as may be proved at Allegation 1 was:  

a)  contrary to Team Teach;  

b)  undertaken whilst his Team Teach training had expired;  

c)  undertaken when one or more colleagues with Team Teach training were 
present to deal with Pupil M.  

3.  In respect of the incident described at Allegation 1 he failed to carry out his duties 
as designated Safeguarding Lead in that he did not:  

a)  appropriately record the incident; 

b)  refer the incident to the LADO. 

4.  He accepted an Adult Restorative Disposal in respect of the incident described at 
Allegation 1 above.  

5.  In respect of Allegation 1 he confirmed to fellow staff members that he would 
inform Pupil M’s parents of the incident, which he did not do.  

6.  His conduct at Allegation 5 was dishonest and/or lacked integrity.  

7.  He used inappropriate physical contact and/or with Pupil C on or around 19th 
September 2018.  

8.  In respect of the incident described at Allegation 7 he failed to carry out his duties 
as designated Safeguarding Lead in that he did not: 

a) appropriately record the incident; 

b) refer the incident to the LADO. 
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 9.  He failed to take appropriate action and/or ensure appropriate action was taken to 
safeguard Pupil P in relation to: 

a) instructing and or permitting a Teaching Assistant to drive Pupil P home 1:1 
contrary to school policy. 

The panel was presented with a Statement of Agreed and Disputed Facts signed by Mr 
Salter on 27 January 2021. Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegations 1(a), 2(a), 2(b), 
2(c), 3(a), 3(b), 4, 5 and 9. 

Allegation 1(b) was also admitted on a certain basis and allegation 6 was admitted in 
part. 

Allegations 7 and 8 were denied. 

In respect of the admitted allegations and those admitted in part and/or on a certain 
basis, Mr Salter accepted that his conduct amounted to unacceptable professional 
conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

Preliminary applications 
Application to admit additional documents  

The panel considered an application on behalf of Mr Salter to admit three additional 
character statements. 

In considering the application, the panel had regard to the submissions made and it 
accepted the legal advice provided. 

The panel decided to admit these statements, which were relevant to the issues before it. 
There was no objection from the TRA and it was appropriate to admit the documents in 
the interests of fairness. 

Application to hold part of the hearing in private  

The panel considered a request for Mr Salter for part of the hearing to be heard in part in 
private. It had regard to the submissions made by the parties and accepted the legal 
advice provided. 

Mr Salter's request was limited in scope to the final stage of proceedings, if that stage 
was reached, and evidence he was likely to provide in mitigation addressing personal, 
health-related matters.     

The application was not opposed by the TRA. 
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The panel took account of the fact that there is a presumption that these proceedings will 
take place in public and there is a legitimate public interest in the openness and 
transparency of the regulatory process.   

However, given the nature and limited scope of Mr Salter's request, the panel was 
satisfied that it was appropriate to hear such evidence in private. It accordingly directed 
that, should health-related issues arise during the course of the hearing they will be 
heard in private. To that limited extent, Mr Salter's interest in ensuring private medical 
information remained confidential outweighed the wider public interest.   

Summary of evidence 
Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology – page 2 

Section 2: Referral and response – pages 4 to 31 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 33 to 38 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 40 to 153 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 155 to 216 

In addition, as set out above, the panel agreed to accept three additional character 
references submitted on behalf of Mr Salter. These were included within section 5 at 
pages 217 to 225. 

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

Witnesses 

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

• Witness A, formerly a teacher at the School and currently [REDACTED]. 

• Witness B, a teaching assistant at the School. 

Mr Salter also gave evidence to the panel.  
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Decision and reasons 
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

Introduction 

From 1 September 2011 until January 2019, Mr Salter was employed as the head 
teacher of St Mary and St Giles School ("the School"). 

On 15 October 2018, an incident took place whereby Mr Salter was alleged to have 
shouted at a pupil, referred to as Pupil M, and carried him to Mr Salter's office. 

Following this incident, on 8 November 2018, Mr Salter attended a voluntary interview at 
Bletchley Police Station when he accepted an Adult Restorative Disposal ("ARD").   

A LADO referral was also made in relation to this incident and the School formally 
commenced an investigation into Mr Salter's actions. Individual D was appointed as 
independent investigating officer. 

As part of his enquiries, Individual D requested interviews with a number of staff 
members. 

On 27 November 2018, a teacher at the School, Witness A, disclosed to Individual D 
during the course of their interview that an earlier incident had taken place on 19 
September 2018.  That incident involved Pupil C. Witness A alleged that Mr Salter pulled 
Pupil C by the jumper.  

On the same date, another teacher, Individual C, disclosed a separate incident whereby 
it was alleged that Mr Salter had permitted a teaching assistant to drive another pupil, 
Pupil P, home from school, raising safeguarding concerns. 

On 14 December 2018, Mr Salter was suspended by the School and a disciplinary 
process commenced. 

However, on 28 January 2019, prior to the conclusion of that process, Mr Salter tendered 
his resignation. He was subsequently referred to the TRA. 

Evidence 

The panel carefully considered all of the written and oral evidence presented. It accepted 
the legal advice provided. 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following individuals called by the presenting 
officer. 
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• Witness B, a teaching assistant at the School. 

• Witness A, formerly a teacher at the School and currently [REDACTED]. 

The panel considered that Witness B was a credible witness who did her best to assist 
the panel.  Although Witness B was unclear about certain, specific details, the panel took 
into account the passage of time since these events took place. The panel concluded 
Witness B was a truthful witness who believed her version of events. 

The panel considered that Witness A was also a credible witness. She also did her best 
to assist the panel and although her recollection of events was occasionally unclear, 
once again this was explainable, at least in part, by the passage of time.   

The panel did have some concerns as regards the extent to which, in oral evidence, the 
force of Witness A’s assertions were undermined. For example, insofar as she asserted 
Mr Salter dragged Pupil C down a corridor to his office, she confirmed this was an 
assumption on her part. She also conceded her view of the incident was, "fleeting". 
Nonetheless, the panel considered that Witness A was a truthful witness who believed 
her version of events. 

The panel was also referred to the hearsay accounts of other individuals who were 
involved in events but did not give evidence. 

In the absence of hearing from such individuals and being able to test their accounts, this 
evidence was treated with caution by the panel.  

Where such evidence was relied upon, it is addressed in the panel's reasons.  

Mr Salter also gave evidence to the panel. Mr Salter made extensive admissions to the 
allegations and accepted that, as admitted, his conduct amounted to unacceptable 
professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

The panel considered that Mr Salter was also a credible witness. His recollection of 
events was clear and he was consistent. Mr Salter was also extremely candid. He 
accepted that he did certain things and described certain failings even if they did not 
portray him in the best of light. The panel concluded that he was a truthful and honest 
witness. 

The panel confirms that it has not relied upon any findings made, or opinions expressed, 
during the earlier investigation or subsequently. It formed its own, independent view of 
the allegations based on the evidence presented to it.   

Findings of fact 

The panel's findings of fact are as follows: 
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1.  You displayed inappropriate behaviour towards Pupil M, who was a 
vulnerable pupil, on or around 15 October 2018 including by: 

a)  using inappropriate volume towards Pupil M in an intimidating 
manner; 

Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegation 1(a). 

He accepted that, on or around 15 October 2018, he shouted at Pupil M.  

Mr Salter's position was that, at the point at which he approached Pupil M, Pupil M 
started screaming and Mr Salter shouted at him in an attempt to stop him. Mr Salter 
admitted that the volume used was inappropriate and intimidating, which was 
corroborated by the evidence provided to the panel by Witness B. There was every 
likelihood that Mr Salter's actions would have caused Pupil M to feel intimidated. 

Mr Salter also accepted that, by his actions, he displayed inappropriate behaviour 
towards Pupil M. 

On the basis of Mr Salter's admission, which was consistent with the evidence before it, 
the panel found allegation 1(a) proved. This was, clearly, not an appropriate technique to 
deploy towards a vulnerable pupil. 

b)  using inappropriate physical contact and/or force towards Pupil M 

Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegation 1(b). 

Mr Salter accepted that an incident took place on this date, which resulted in him picking 
Pupil M up and carrying him a distance, through several doors, to his office. Mr Salter 
also accepted that this amounted to inappropriate physical contact and force towards 
Pupil M.  

However, there was a dispute between the parties as to the precise mechanism of this 
physical contact. 

In particular, Mr Salter denied pulling Pupil M by his arm in the manner alleged by the 
TRA. On his account, he "bent down and scooped him up". Mr Salter stated that he was 
then: 

"…holding him with my right arm across his chest, my right hand under his left 
armpit, and my left hand supporting his right thigh, his back was against my chest 
and I carried him to my office." 

Mr Salter provided further detail during the course of his evidence. 
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Mr Salter's account was countered by Witness B who provided an alternative explanation 
of events.  With specific reference to the physical contact that took place, Witness B 
stated: 

"Mr Salter picked him up by one arm and slung him under his arm and charged 
down the hallway and he was pushing the doors as he carried him to his office.  
Mr Salter was walking down the hallway quickly. I think he picked him up by his 
right arm and then slung him under his left arm.  He lifted him off his feet.  I would 
describe it as if Mr Salter's arm is in the position of a headlock but with Pupil M's 
midriff being where the head would be. Pupil M's feet were behind Mr Salter with 
Pupil M's head in front and he was facing forward as he carried him." 

The precise details of this incident, including events before and after the physical contact 
started, were exhaustively addressed during the course of oral evidence. Issues that 
were largely extraneous in terms of the precise allegation were dissected through 
questioning. These included where Pupil M was at different times, who was present at 
various points, how many doors were walked through and whether those doors were 
opened with or without a push button or teacher key mechanism. 

The salient issue before the panel was the precise nature of the manner in which Mr 
Salter picked Pupil M up and how he proceeded to move the pupil. 

On that specific issue, on balance, the panel preferred the evidence of Mr Salter.   

The panel reiterates that Witness B was a credible witness who believed what she said in 
evidence. Nonetheless, it concluded that, in relation to the precise details of what 
occurred on this date, Mr Salter was the more credible witness. 

For example, the panel considered that Witness B ‘s specific suggestion that Mr Salter 
picked Pupil M up, from a seated position, with just one hand by the arm, and "slung" him 
under the other was inherently unlikely. Mr Salter's account, that he used both arms and 
scooped up Pupil M, was the more plausible version of events. 

On this basis, the panel accepted that the physical contact in relation to Pupil M occurred 
as Mr Salter described. 

In any event, by his own admission, this was inappropriate physical contact and force 
that amounted to inappropriate behaviour towards Pupil M.   

The panel agreed and concluded that Mr Salter's actions were clearly contrary to 
accepted practice and procedure. His conduct was such that he physically picked up a 
vulnerable pupil who had been in distress and carried him some distance through the 
School. The pupil was not posing a risk to any other pupil at the time and nor was he at 
immediate risk of harm to himself. 
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That was, in the panel's view, inappropriate.   

Although there was no clear evidence that Pupil M was directly injured as a result of what 
occurred, Mr Salter conceded that red marks allegedly present on Pupil M's torso in the 
aftermath could have resulted from the manner in which he held Pupil M. Mr Salter went 
further in oral evidence and accepted that his actions risked emotional harm to Pupil M.  
The panel was satisfied that Mr Salter's actions presented a risk of causing some harm to 
this pupil. 

Mr Salter stated that this was not a strategy he had deployed previously and he should 
not have attempted it on this occasion. 

The panel therefore found allegation 1(b) proved on this basis.  

2. Your conduct as may be proved at Allegation 1 was:  

a)  contrary to Team Teach;  

b)  undertaken whilst your Team Teach training had expired;  

c)  undertaken when one or more colleagues with Team Teach training 
were present to deal with Pupil M.  

Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegations 2(a), 2(b) and 2(c). 

He accepted that: 

• The manner in which he handled Pupil M was not Team Teach compliant. Team 
Teach is a form of training which establishes positive physical handling techniques 
and promotes positive relationships in schools. 

• At the time he handled Pupil M, his Team Teach training had expired. In oral 
evidence, Mr Salter confirmed that the relevant local authority policy required 
refresher training every four years and he was overdue for that. 

• During this incident, a teaching assistant, namely Witness B, was present who 
could have dealt with Pupil M. Witness B was Team Teach trained, which Mr 
Salter confirmed in oral evidence. 

The specific requirements of Team Teach, in relation to incidents of this nature, was not 
addressed in evidence. In any event, it was accepted by the parties that what Mr Salter 
did was not compliant with Team Teach requirements.  

On the basis of Mr Salter's admission, which was consistent with the evidence before it, 
the panel found allegation 2 proved in its entirety.  
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3.  In respect of the incident described at Allegation 1 you failed to carry out 
your duties as Designated Safeguarding Lead in that you did not:  

a)  appropriately record the incident; 

b)  refer the incident to the LADO. 

Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegations 3(a) and 3(b). 

He accepted that, with reference to the incident described at allegation 1, he did not: 

• appropriately record the incident; or 

• refer the incident to the LADO. 

Mr Salter also accepted that, as a consequence, he failed to carry out his duties as 
designated safeguarding lead. 

The panel agreed. As part of his role, Mr Salter had a duty to undertake appropriate 
action in response to incidents of this nature and he failed to do so in this instance. 

On the basis of Mr Salter's admission, which was consistent with the evidence before it, 
the panel found allegation 3 proved in its entirety. 

4.  You accepted an Adult Restorative Disposal in respect of the incident 
described at Allegation 1 above.  

An ARD was described as the lowest disposal available to the police. It is viewed as 
below a police caution in terms of its seriousness as a form of disposal. An ARD is not 
recorded on the police national computer as a criminal record in the same way as a 
caution or conviction would be.  

In relation to the incident referred to at allegation 1, there was no dispute as to the fact 
that Mr Salter received an ARD. As such, he accepted his involvement in this incident, on 
the basis of his explanation for events, but did not admit his actions amounted to a 
criminal offence. Mr Salter therefore admitted the facts of allegation 4. 

On the basis of Mr Salter's admission, the panel found allegation 4 proved. 

5.  In respect of Allegation 1 you confirmed to fellow staff members that you 
would inform Pupil M’s parents of the incident, which you did not do.  

Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegation 5. 

Mr Salter accepted that, with reference to the incident described at allegation 1, he 
confirmed to fellow staff members that he would inform Pupil M's parents of the incident.  
Mr Salter also accepted that he did not do so. 
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On the basis of Mr Salter's admission, the panel found allegation 5 proved.  

6.  Your conduct at Allegation 5 was dishonest and/or lacked integrity.  

Having found the facts of allegation 5 proved, the panel went on to consider whether Mr 
Salter's conduct was dishonest and/or lacked integrity. 

In determining whether his conduct was dishonest, the panel considered Mr Salter's state 
of knowledge or belief as to the facts before determining whether his conduct was 
dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people. 

As regards lack of integrity, the panel recognised that professional integrity denotes 
adherence to the standards of the profession and the panel therefore considered 
whether, by his actions, Mr Salter had failed to adhere to those standards. 

Dealing with the latter issue first, Mr Salter accepted that his actions "fell very short of 
acceptable professional conduct" and lacked integrity. 

The panel accepted Mr Salter's admission and concluded that his actions, in relation to 
allegation 5, did lack integrity.  

By his own admission, Mr Salter recognised that he behaved inappropriately with Pupil M 
at the time. In his own words, he had handled matters, "very, very badly". His behaviour 
had been challenged by other staff members who were upset with him. At a meeting that 
same day, he provided an assurance that he would contact the parents and inform them 
about what had happened. By his own admission, he did not so.   

This failure, in the specific circumstances, did amount to a failure by Mr Salter to adhere 
to the ethical and professional standards of his profession. It was clear that Mr Salter 
appreciated that his behaviour was wrong and unacceptable at the time. Mr Salter 
accepted that this was something that Pupil M's mother needed to know.   

However, the panel was not satisfied, on balance, that Mr Salter's actions were 
dishonest. 

The panel accepted Mr Salter's evidence that, at the point at which he stated he would 
contact Pupil M's mother, that was his intention. It was not persuaded that by not doing 
so, Mr Salter's actions were dishonest. 

It was more likely than not that Mr Salter, in essence, put his 'head in the sand'. In his 
own words, he froze. There was every likelihood that the pupil would have told his 
parents in any event and the panel was not persuaded that Mr Salter was seeking to 
mislead anyone or that he was improperly motivated. In arriving at this conclusion, the 
panel took account of the fact that the incident had been witnessed by other staff 
members. The panel also took account of the evidence before it as to Mr Salter's good 
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character and the candid nature of his evidence. Mr Salter's actions were not, in the 
panel's view, dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people.  

Accordingly, the panel found allegation 6 proved in relation to allegation 5 only on the 
basis that Mr Salter's conduct lacked integrity. 

7.  You used inappropriate physical contact and/or force with Pupil C on or 
around 19th September 2018.  

The origin of this allegation was the complaint made by Witness A during the course of 
the School's investigation. She gave evidence to the panel in the following terms: 

"I heard screaming coming from the corridor. I popped my head out of the hall and 
into the corridor and saw Mr Salter dragging Pupil C by his jumper down the 
corridor to Mr Salter's office, which was at the opposite end of the corridor to the 
toilets." 

This allegation was denied by Mr Salter. 

Mr Salter accepted that an incident took place involving Pupil C who was in the year 6 
toilets at the School immediately beforehand. This necessitated Mr Salter engaging with 
Pupil C with a view to returning him to his classroom. In the course of doing so, Mr Salter 
stated that although he made physical contact with Pupil C, he did not pull or drag Pupil 
C by the jumper in the manner alleged. On Mr Salter's account, he "cupped my right hand 
around his left arm and walked back to his classroom".  

There was, therefore, a conflict of evidence, which the panel was required to resolve. 

On balance, the panel preferred Mr Salter's evidence. 

First, it considered Mr Salter was the more credible witness in relation to this specific 
event.   

Secondly, the panel was presented with hearsay evidence from two teaching assistants, 
who Witness A had suggested were witnesses to this event. Those accounts were not 
consistent with Witness A evidence in that they did not refer to an incident of this nature 
having occurred. In fact, nobody whom Witness A says she spoke with recalled such a 
conversation. 

Thirdly, the panel took account of the fact that Witness A did not report matters at the 
time of the incident, despite suggesting that she was appalled by what she had seen. 

Finally, Pupil C was spoken to at the time. His account of this incident was more aligned 
with Mr Salter's version of events. It did not make reference to being pulled or dragged in 
the manner alleged. 
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The panel went on to consider whether, on Mr Salter's version of events, his actions were 
such that he used inappropriate physical contact and/or force with Pupil C during this 
incident.   

The panel did have concerns as to whether the physical contact that occurred was strictly 
necessary. Pupil C's account of the incident was also suggestive of him being escorted in 
a brusque manner. However, the panel was not satisfied, on the evidence before it, that 
this was an instance where Mr Salter's actions amounted to inappropriate physical 
contact or force. 

The panel therefore found allegation 7 not proved. 

8.  In respect of the incident described at Allegation 7 you failed to carry out 
your duties as designated Safeguarding Lead in that you did not: 

a) appropriately record the incident; 

b) refer the incident to the LADO. 

Having found that Mr Salter did not act as alleged pursuant to allegation 7, the panel was 
not satisfied there was a duty to make any referral to LADO or record this incident in 
accordance with his responsibilities as designated safeguarding lead. The evidence 
before the panel was not indicative of a reportable or recordable incident. 

The panel therefore found allegation 8 not proved. 

 9.  You failed to take appropriate action and/or ensure appropriate action was 
taken to safeguard Pupil P in relation to: 

a) instructing and or permitting a Teaching Assistant to drive Pupil P home 
1:1 contrary to school policy. 

Mr Salter admitted the facts of allegation 9. 

He accepted that he permitted a Teaching Assistant to drive Pupil P home alone in July 
2018. Mr Salter also accepted that this was contrary to the School's policy.  

On the basis of Mr Salter's admission, which was consistent with the evidence before it, 
the panel found allegation 9 proved.  

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

Having found allegations 1(a) to (b), 2(a) to (c), 3(a) to (b), 4, 5, 6 (in part) and 9 proved, 
the panel went on to consider whether the facts of those allegations amounted to 
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unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.   

In respect of the allegations which were admitted and in relation to those admitted in part 
and/or on a certain basis, Mr Salter accepted that his conduct amounted to unacceptable 
professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. Whilst the 
panel took this into account, it made its own, independent determination as to whether 
his proven actions crossed the threshold in this case. 

In determining these issues, the panel had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: 
The Prohibition of Teachers, which is referred to as “the Advice”. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Salter in relation to the facts found proved, 
involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that, by reference 
to Part 2, Mr Salter was in breach of the following standards: 

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 
ethics and behaviour, including 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. 

The panel also considered whether Mr Salter's conduct displayed behaviours associated 
with any of the offences listed on pages 10 and 11 of the Advice. 

The Advice indicates that where behaviours associated with such an offence exist, a 
panel is likely to conclude that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

The panel found that none of these offences was relevant. 

In addition to the breaches of the Teachers' Standards identified above, with reference to 
the panel's findings in relation to allegations 1 to 4, which were considered together, the 
panel took account of the fact that Mr Salter was in a position of authority and was a role 
model. By his own admission, he had behaved unacceptably in relation to this pupil and 
failed to appropriately record and report this incident, despite all his experience and his 
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role as designated safeguarding lead. The physical contact which occurred risked harm 
to Pupil M and was unnecessary and inappropriate. 

The panel next considered its findings in relation to allegations 5 and 6. For the reasons 
set out in the panel's findings, Mr Salter failed to notify Pupil M's parents of this incident 
and his actions lacked integrity. This was a serious failing, which risked damaging public 
confidence in the profession.    

Finally, the panel considered its findings in relation to allegation 9. The panel was 
satisfied that this was a clear breach of safeguarding requirements and the School's 
policy. 

For these reasons, the panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Salter, in relation to 
each of these proven allegations, amounted to misconduct of a serious nature which fell 
significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Mr Salter was guilty of unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

In relation to whether Mr Salter's actions amounted to conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute, the panel took into account the way 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 also took account of the uniquely influential role 
that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and the fact that pupils must be able to view 
teachers as role models in the way that they behave. 

The findings of misconduct are serious, and the conduct displayed would be likely to 
have a negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the 
public perception. 

The panel therefore found that Mr Salter's actions constituted conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute. 

Having found the facts of allegations 1(a), 1(b), 2(a), 2(b), 2(c), 3(a), 3(b), 4, 5, 6 (in part) 
and 9 proved, the panel further found that Mr Salter's conduct amounted to both 
unacceptable professional conduct and 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 was 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 had to consider whether it would be an appropriate and 
proportionate measure, and whether it would be 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 punitive effect.   

The panel had regard to the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice 
and, having done so, found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely: the 
protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, declaring 
and upholding proper standards of conduct, and the public interest in retaining the 
teacher in the profession. 

In the light of the panel’s findings against Mr Salter, which involved inappropriate 
behaviour towards a pupil, inappropriate physical contact, and poor safeguarding practice 
on two occasions, there was a strong public interest consideration in the protection of 
pupils.  

Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 
weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Salter were not treated with the 
utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession, given the potential for 
harm to pupils and his admitted lack of integrity. 

The panel was of the view that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 
standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against Mr 
Salter was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Having regard to all of the positive evidence about Mr Salter's career and approach as a 
teacher, the panel decided that there was a strong public interest consideration in 
retaining him in the profession, since he is able to make a valuable contribution to the 
profession. 

In view of 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 Mr Salter.    

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel had regard to the public interest 
considerations both in favour of, and against, prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 
Salter. 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 proved. In the list 
of such behaviours, those that were relevant in this case were:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 
Teachers’ Standards; 
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 misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils – given 
the presence of this factor, the panel had particular regard to the question of 
whether Mr Salter presents a continuing risk. Its conclusions on this issue are set 
out below;  

 abuse of position or trust (particularly involving vulnerable pupils) or violation of the 
rights of pupils; 

While there was harmful behaviour in this case, the panel was satisfied that this was not 
due to any deep-seated attitudinal issues on Mr Salter's part. The panel saw and heard 
evidence going back many years which spoke positively about Mr Salter's 
professionalism and high standards. It also saw and heard evidence which led it to the 
conclusion that the two instances of unacceptable professional conduct took place at a 
time when Mr Salter was under extreme professional and personal stress, which he 
accepts he did not adequately recognise or address.  

The professional stress arose from the merger of Mr Salter's school with another. The 
panel recognised that this situation would have been stressful, even for an experienced 
head teacher like Mr Salter. The panel also accepted the evidence from Mr Salter and 
other witnesses about particular features of this merger which did, in its view, cause 
unique stressors which put him under significant pressure.  

[REDACTED] 

The likelihood of Mr Salter facing this combination of stressors in future is very low, and 
the panel has taken this into account when assessing the risk of him repeating behaviour 
that might be harmful to pupils in the future. The panel has also had regard to Mr Salter's 
assertion that he would not seek to work as a head teacher again. While the panel 
accepts that this is Mr Salter's settled intention, it also recognised that in the absence of a 
prohibition order, he would be entitled to work as a head teacher or in another stressful 
teaching role.  

Notwithstanding this, the panel is satisfied that Mr Salter presents no greater risk of 
demonstrating harmful conduct in the future than any other teacher. In reaching this view, 
it has taken account of the very high degree of insight he has shown, his recognition and 
learning about what went wrong and how he could have prevented it, and his genuine 
and striking remorse. The evidence demonstrates that Mr Salter has taken full 
responsibility for his actions. He made very early admissions and acknowledged that the 
teacher who challenged him was right to do so. His actions were out of character. He has 
reflected carefully on what caused them, and has learnt from them to the extent that he 
will not repeat them in the future.  

Even though some of the behaviour found proved in this case indicated that a prohibition 
order would be appropriate, the panel went on to consider the mitigating factors. 
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Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be appropriate or 
proportionate. 

The panel considered whether his actions were deliberate. They had certainly not been 
pre-planned. The panel found that his behaviours towards Pupil M occurred during a brief 
loss of control while under particular stress. So, while the panel considers that his actions 
were deliberate, they took place within that context.  

The panel also considered duress. It was clear that Mr Salter was not acting under 
duress at the time, but again, the panel recognised that when dealing with Pupil M he lost 
control while under particular stress. Mr Salter also acknowledges this, and accepts 
responsibility for not recognising or managing the situation better.  

The panel accepted the evidence from a variety of witnesses that Mr Salter had a 
previously good record as a teacher with positive values and attributes, such that there is 
a public interest in retaining him within the profession. References provided in 2011 when 
he applied for his post at the School were extremely positive, and included the following 
comments: 

 "[Mr Salter] places great emphasis on encouraging pupils to be confident, 
considerate, happy, independent and successful young people. Individual effort is 
valued and everyone is made to feel part of the team. [Mr Salter] has worked hard 
to ensure that the education provision is personalised for his pupils." (From a 
school improvement adviser for Buckinghamshire local authority) 

"In my opinion [Mr Salter] has contributed significantly to the continuing strength of 
the school which has led to improving results particularly at KS2…As with all 
schools [Mr Salter] has had to meet a number of challenges and has done so with 
great tact and diplomacy. A number of teachers have moved on under his 
leadership to take up Headships elsewhere whilst other staff have enhanced their 
performance contributing to the welfare of the School." (From Mr Salter's then 
chair of governors) 

The panel also received recent character evidence from a number of people who know 
Mr Salter personally and professionally. This evidence included the following from a 
retired teacher and governor at the School: 

"… [Mr Salter] has always behaved in a professional and thoughtful manager to 
the teaching body and other members of staff. Most of all, however, he has always 
been absolutely dedicated to the children in his care. He builds up very good 
relationships with them and I have observed him on a number of occasions 
chatting to individuals in a friendly and caring way in the playground."  
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The panel first considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case with 
no recommendation of prohibition, considering whether the publication of the findings 
made by the panel would be sufficient.   

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 
the recommendation of no prohibition order would be both a proportionate and an 
appropriate response. Having considered the very low risk of repetition and/or harm in 
future, and the mitigating factors that were present, the panel determined that a 
recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this case. It was not 
required to prevent future harm. The ordinary intelligent citizen would recognise the 
serious impact that publication of the adverse findings would have on Mr Salter. The 
panel considered that the publication of the adverse findings it had made was sufficient to 
send an appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour that are not 
acceptable, and the publication would meet the public interest requirement of declaring 
proper standards of the profession.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 
I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of the 
panel in respect of sanction.   

In considering this case, I have also given very careful attention to the Advice that the 
Secretary of State has published concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case, the panel has found some of the allegations proven and found that those 
proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute.   

The panel has recommended that the findings of unacceptable professional conduct and 
conduct likely to bring the profession into disrepute should be published and that such an 
action is proportionate and in the public interest. 

In particular, the panel has found that Mr Salter is in breach of the following standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 
ethics and behaviour, including 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. 
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 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 have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in 
the public interest. In considering that for this case, I have considered the overall aim of a 
prohibition order which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the 
profession. I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would 
achieve that aim taking into account the impact that it will have on the individual teacher. 
I have also asked myself, whether a less intrusive measure, such as the published 
finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 
into disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the overall aim. I have to consider 
whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 
considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mr Salter, and the impact that will have 
on him, is proportionate and in the public interest. 

In this case, I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect 
children. The panel has observed, “By his own admission, he had behaved unacceptably 
in relation to this pupil and failed to appropriately record and report this incident, despite 
all his experience and his role as designated safeguarding lead. The physical contact 
which occurred risked harm to Pupil M and was unnecessary and inappropriate.” 

A prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk from being present in the future. I 
have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse, which the 
panel sets out as follows, “of the very high degree of insight he has shown, his 
recognition and learning about what went wrong and how he could have prevented it, and 
his genuine and striking remorse. The evidence demonstrates that Mr Salter has taken 
full responsibility for his actions. He made very early admissions and acknowledged that 
the teacher who challenged him was right to do so. His actions were out of character. He 
has reflected carefully on what caused them, and has learnt from them to the extent that 
he will not repeat them in the future.” I have therefore given this element considerable 
weight in reaching my decision. 

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 
confidence in the profession.  The panel observe, “that public confidence in the 
profession could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Salter 
were not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the 
profession, given the potential for harm to pupils and his admitted lack of integrity.” 

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 
all teachers and that the public might regard a failure to impose a prohibition order as a 
failure to uphold those high standards. In weighing these considerations, I have had to 
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consider the matter from the point of view of an “ordinary intelligent and well-informed 
citizen.” 

I have considered whether the publication of a finding of unacceptable professional 
conduct, in the absence of a prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as 
being a proportionate response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this 
case.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mr Salter himself. The panel 
observe, “that Mr Salter had a previously good record as a teacher with positive values 
and attributes, such that there is a public interest in retaining him within the profession. 
References provided in 2011 when he applied for his post at the School were extremely 
positive,” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Salter from teaching and would also clearly deprive 
the public of his contribution to the profession for the period that it is in force. 

In this case, I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning the 
clear evidence of both insight and remorse.  

In my view, a published decision, in light of the circumstances in this case, satisfies the 
public interest requirement concerning public confidence in the profession.   

I therefore agree with the panel that in this case the findings of unacceptable professional 
conduct and conduct likely to bring the profession into disrepute should be published 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 11 November 2021 

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