
 

Ms Louise Ayres: 
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 4 

Summary of evidence 8 

Documents 8 

Witnesses 8 

Decision and reasons 8 

Findings of fact 8 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 16 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 18 

  



3 

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

Teacher:   Ms Louise Ayres  

TRA reference:  0018465  

Date of determination: 16 November 2021  

Former employer: Engage Trust, Norfolk  

Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened on 23 and 24 August 2021 and 15 and 16 November 2021 by remote 
video link, to consider the case of Ms Louise Ayres. 

The panel members were Ms Jasmin Choudhury (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr 
Paul Hawkins (lay panellist) and Mr Nicholas Catterall (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Miss Claire Watson of Eversheds Sutherland 
(International) LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Ms Sherelle Appleby of Browne Jacobson 
solicitors. 

Ms Louise Ayres was present and was represented by Mrs Megan Fletcher-Smith of 
Counsel.  

The hearing took place in public, except for parts of the hearing heard in private, and was 
recorded.  
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Allegations 
The panel considered the allegations set out in the notice of proceedings dated 24 June 
2021. 

It was alleged that Ms Louise Ayres was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that, whilst employed as a 
teacher at Engage Trust School (“the School”): 

1. With respect to one or more safeguarding disclosures and/or concerns raised in or 
around July 2018 concerning one or more pupils, she failed to take appropriate 
action and/or ensure appropriate action was taken, specifically; 

a. by failing to pass on or otherwise take any action with respect to one or 
more such disclosures and/or concerns between July and October 2018; 

b. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil A was displaying concerning behaviours 
linked to sexual abuse; 

c. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil B had reported that he was ‘going to 
jump off a building and kill himself’ during the holidays; 

d. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil C had witnessed his parents smoking 
drugs/cocaine; 

e. in relation to concern(s) about Pupil D being anxious and upset at going 
home; 

f. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil E had a long history of exposure to 
domestic abuse; 

g. in relation to concern(s) Pupil F sustaining a head injury [sic]; 

h. in relation to concern(S) Pupil G in relation to fighting with other Pupils [sic]; 

i. in relation to concern(s) Pupil H banging their head on a cabinet [sic]; 

j. in relation to concern(s) Pupil I assaulting a member of staff [sic]. 

 

Ms Louise Ayres did not admit the facts of the allegations. She also denied unacceptable 
professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

Preliminary applications 
Private hearing 

The panel considered an application from the teacher’s representative that parts of the 
hearing should be held in private. It decided that it was in the public interest for the 
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hearing to be held in public but decided it would hear certain parts of Ms Ayres’ evidence 
in private. 

The panel considered whether to exercise its discretion under paragraph 11 of the 
Teachers’ Disciplinary (England) Regulations 2012 (the “Regulations”) and paragraph 
4.57 of the Teacher Misconduct: Disciplinary Procedures for the Teaching Profession 
(the “Procedures”) to exclude the public from all or part of the hearing. This followed a 
request by the teacher that part of the hearing should be in private.  

The panel determined to exercise its discretion under paragraph 11(3)(b) of the 
Regulations and the second bullet point of paragraph 4.57 of the Procedures that the 
public should be excluded from the hearing.  

The panel took into account the general rule that hearings should be held in public and 
that this is generally desirable to maintain public confidence in the administration of these 
proceedings and also to maintain confidence in the teaching profession. The panel 
balanced the reasons why the teacher requested that the public be excluded against the 
competing reasons for which a public hearing is required.   

On this occasion, however, the panel considered that the request for the hearing to be 
heard in private, was a reasonable one, given concerns about confidential matters 
relating to [redacted] being placed in the public domain.  

The panel noted that any departure from the general rule has to be no greater than the 
extent reasonably necessary, and that interference for a limited period of the hearing is 
preferable to a permanent exclusion of the public. The panel therefore, considered 
whether there were any steps short of excluding the public that would serve the purpose 
of protecting the confidentiality of matters relating to [redacted]. It considered that to the 
extent it became necessary during the course of the hearing to discuss such matters, the 
public would be excluded from that portion of the hearing only.  

The panel had regard to whether the teacher’s request ran contrary to the public interest. 
The panel is required to announce its decisions in public as to whether the facts have 
been proven and whether those facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

In the event that the case continues any decision of the Secretary of State will also be 
made public. The panel considered that in the circumstances of this case, where 
evidence as to private matters relating to [redacted] will be disclosed, that the public 
interest will be satisfied by these public announcements. Those public announcements 
will ensure that public confidence in these proceedings and in the standards of the 
profession are maintained. 

Vulnerable witness measures 
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The teacher’s representative applied for Ms Ayres to have regular breaks when giving 
evidence and for a witness supporter to be present. Medical evidence was presented to 
the panel in support of this application. The panel considered it to be in the interests of 
fairness for Ms Ayres to have a supporter and granted the application.  

The presenting officer applied for measures to be put in place to safeguard the interests 
of a vulnerable witness, giving evidence on behalf of the TRA (“Witness A”), namely the 
attendance of a witness supporter.   

The panel considered whether Witness A fell within the category of a vulnerable witness 
which is defined in paragraph 4.71 of the Procedures as being a person whose “quality of 
evidence is likely to be adversely affected at a hearing”. The panel noted the examples of 
witnesses that require special consideration and considered that Witness A’s 
circumstances in being “nervous” to give evidence was not akin to those examples. It 
considered that those circumstances would not impact upon the quality of Witness A’s 
evidence. The panel therefore concluded that Witness A should not be treated as a 
vulnerable witness. 

Additional document 

The presenting officer applied to admit a witness statement from a designated 
safeguarding lead at the School, interviewed as part of the School’s disciplinary 
investigation. That document was not served in accordance with the requirements of 
paragraph 4.20 of the Procedures, and as such the panel was required to decide whether 
the document should be admitted under paragraph 4.25 of the Procedures at the 
discretion of the panel. The panel took into account the representations from the 
presenting officer and the objections raised by the teacher’s representative to the 
admission of the documents. 

Under paragraph 4.18 of the Procedures, the panel may admit any evidence, where it is 
fair to do so, which may reasonably be considered to be relevant to the case.  

The panel was satisfied that the document may reasonably be considered to be relevant 
to the case as the witness was a designated safeguarding lead at the School, at the time 
of the allegations, and Ms Ayres asserted that she tried to hand the safeguarding 
documents to this individual prior to October 2018. 

The central question for the panel was whether it was fair in the circumstances to allow 
evidence to be put forward by the presenting officer without the opportunity for the 
witness to be cross-examined by the teacher. The panel took account of the efforts made 
to secure the attendance of the witness and concluded that there had been limited 
interaction with the witness. The panel had regard to the seriousness of the allegations in 
this case, and that it is open to the panel to recommend prohibition in this case if the 
allegations are found proven. The panel also considered the importance of the evidence 
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and whether it constituted a critical part of the evidence against the teacher. The panel 
noted that the evidence is of a key witness to a central allegation in this case. 

In the circumstances, given that insufficient efforts had been made to secure the 
attendance of the witness; that the evidence forms a critical part of the evidence against 
the teacher; and the seriousness of the allegations in this case, the panel has concluded 
that the right to a fair hearing entitles the teacher to have the opportunity to cross-
examine this witness.  

With regard to the overall question of fairness, the panel noted that the document was 
only made available to the teacher’s representative on 11 August 2021, after a request 
had been made by the teacher’s representative as to whether the potential witness had 
been contacted. The panel considered that the TRA had ample opportunity prior to this 
date to contact the witness and obtain a witness statement.  

By reason of the above, the panel decided not to admit the documents.  

Name of the Trust 

At the outset of the hearing, the presenting officer applied for Ms Ayres’ employer to be 
referred to as the Engage Trust. There was no objection to this clarification.  

Paragraph 4.60 of the Procedures allowed the panel, if it considered it to be in the 
interests of justice, to decide that the name and identity of a school will not be disclosed 
during the hearing or at all.  

The panel decided to refer to the Engage Trust, as this clarified Ms Ayres’ employer at 
the time of the allegations and considered there to be no unfairness to Ms Ayres by doing 
so.   

Amending the allegations 

At the outset of the hearing, the panel noted that the stem of allegation 1 stated 
“including”. The panel considered whether it was necessary, in the interests of justice, to 
amend the allegation to replace “including” with “namely” or “specifically” or whether the 
allegation had been sufficiently particularised so that Ms Ayres was aware of the case 
against her. The panel noted it had the power to, in the interests of justice, amend an 
allegation or the particulars of an allegation, at any stage before making its decision 
about whether the facts of the case have been proved. 

The panel considered the representations by the presenting officer and by the teacher’s 
representative, who did not object to the suggested amendment.  

The panel decided to amend the stem of allegation 1 to state, “specifically”, as set out 
above. The panel considered that the amendment did not change the nature, scope or 
seriousness of the allegations and added clarity.  
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Summary of evidence 
Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of proceedings and response – pages 5 to 12 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 14 to 17 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 23 to 427 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 429 to 600  

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents within the bundle, 
in advance of the hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness A, the investigating officer during the 
School’s disciplinary process. Witness A was called by the presenting officer. 

Ms Ayres also gave evidence.  

Decision and reasons 
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

Ms Ayres had been employed by Engage Trust since March 2005. In March 2018, Ms 
Ayres was seconded to Engage Trust (“the School”) as primary lead. Prior to this, Ms 
Ayres was working at the offices of Engage Trust, [redacted]. Initially, teaching was 
delivered remotely at the students’ homes. Around 3 weeks before the summer term 
ended in July 2018, pupils and teachers moved into the School building. During this 
period of time in July 2018, it is accepted that some members of staff handed records of 
concern and significant incident forms to Ms Ayres. On 18 and 19 October 2018, Ms 
Ayres handed a folder containing records of concern and significant incident forms to the 
Designated Safeguarding Leads (“DSLs”) at the School. Ms Ayres was suspended from 
the School pending an investigation into an allegation that Ms Ayres had failed to submit 
safeguarding information to DSLs.    

Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows: 
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The panel found the following particulars of the allegations against you proved, for these 
reasons: 

1. With respect to one or more safeguarding disclosures and/or concerns 
raised in or around July 2018 concerning one or more pupils, you failed to 
take appropriate action and/or ensure appropriate action was taken, 
specifically; 

a. by failing to pass on or otherwise take any action with respect to one 
or more such disclosures and/or concerns between July and October 
2018; 

In oral and written evidence, Ms Ayres admitted to receiving a number of significant 
incident forms and records of concern from members of staff. She further expanded on 
this in oral evidence, to say that the forms were passed to her as a “last resort” when 
designated safeguarding leads were not available on site, and explained that this had 
been agreed with one of the designated safeguarding leads. Ms Ayres stated that she 
would not look at the forms, but would call one of the designated safeguarding leads to 
inform them that a form had been created and any other background information that she 
had.  

The panel heard how Ms Ayres worked at a new short stay school, Engage Trust, which 
opened its premises to primary school pupils in July 2018. Prior to this, Ms Ayres worked 
on an Outreach programme. At this time, as staff would be visiting pupil’s homes or 
designated premises within the community, it was accepted that the staff members would 
not always immediately be able to hand significant incident forms or records of concern 
to a designated safeguarding lead. The panel heard and saw evidence in the bundle 
which explained the process for handling record of concerns or significant incident forms 
during the Outreach programme, in that staff would ring through the information to the 
designated safeguarding lead and hand over the forms to them when they next attended 
the Trust’s offices.  

The panel heard evidence from Ms Ayres as to the difficulties faced by staff members 
working on the Outreach programme and safety concerns relating to the programme. In 
July 2018, the School premises opened but construction work on the premises was still 
underway. The panel heard that the designated safeguarding leads assigned the 
lockable filing cabinet, which Ms Ayres used and which was in her office, as the 
safeguarding cabinet. Both Ms Ayres and the designated safeguarding leads had keys to 
the cabinet.  

The panel found that there was confusion relating to the process for handling record of 
concerns and significant incident forms. However, it considered it to be standard practice 
for these to be handed directly to designated safeguarding leads and any concerns to be 
reported without delay.  
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The panel had sight of the Engage Trust policy for safeguarding and child protection, 
albeit dated August 2018, which states that any member of staff or visitor to the school 
receives a disclosure of abuse or suspects that a child is at risk of harm must report it 
immediately to the designated safeguarding lead or, if unavailable, to the alternate 
designated person.   

While the panel found that the designated safeguarding leads were not always on site, 
the panel noted that they were contactable by telephone or email. The panel considered 
that every member of staff had a responsibility for safeguarding and were responsible for 
reporting concerns to the designated safeguarding leads.  

In oral evidence, Ms Ayres stated that, in the first instance, a teaching assistant 
approached Ms Ayres at the end of the working day. Ms Ayres offered to take the record 
of concern to allow the teaching assistant to go home, albeit she stated that this was not 
the only reason for taking the record of concern form.  

The panel found that Ms Ayres had interrupted the process of members of staff reporting 
safeguarding concerns to the designated safeguarding leads. Although Ms Ayres stated 
that she phoned this information through to the designated safeguarding leads, the panel 
found that she would not be in a position to hand across all of the relevant information, as 
Ms Ayres stated that she would not read the record of concerns. When the members of 
staff approached Ms Ayres, had they been directed to call the designated safeguarding 
leads, all of the information could have been passed over as per the School’s policy.  

In oral and written evidence, Ms Ayres stated that she mentioned and tried to hand 
across the records of concerns and significant incident forms to one, or both of, the 
designated safeguarding leads on 23 and 24 July 2018, 30 August 2018 and again on 18 
and 19 October 2018. In contrast, the panel heard from Witness A that one of the 
designated safeguarding leads was not on the School premises on 23 July 2018. It was 
later accepted that two of the designated safeguarding leads were at the School in the 
evening as they were scheduled to deliver training. The panel did not have sight of any 
evidence, such as sign-in sheets, which showed that the designated safeguarding leads 
were not on site on the days as stated by Ms Ayres. The panel accepted Ms Ayres’ oral 
evidence that she had mentioned the record of concerns and significant incident forms to 
the designated safeguarding leads on the 23 and 24 July, 30 August and 18 and 19 
October 2018. 

However, the panel found these dates, particularly in August and October 2018, to be 
significantly after the concerns were raised. The panel considered that the concerns 
needed to be passed on without delay in accordance with safeguarding procedures. 

The panel did not consider placing the record of concerns and significant incident forms 
in the designated safeguarding cabinet to be passing on the disclosures and concerns, 
even though the designated safeguarding leads had a responsibility to check the cabinet 
for such forms. The panel heard from Ms Ayres that she had made attempts to phone 
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through or otherwise pass on the forms to the designated safeguarding leads. The panel 
were not provided with evidence that these calls were investigated during the School’s 
disciplinary investigation. Nevertheless, the panel did not find that this amounted to 
taking appropriate action as Ms Ayres, having not read the forms, was not familiar with 
the detail of the forms.  

The panel therefore, found this allegation proved.   

c. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil B had reported that he was ‘going 
to jump off a building and kill himself’ during the holidays; 

The panel had sight of a record of concern, dated 24 July 2018, relating to Pupil B which 
recorded that he was ‘going to jump off a building and kill myself’.  

Although this was the last day of term, the panel noted that the record of concern was 
completed at 11:17am. In oral evidence, Ms Ayres stated that the designated 
safeguarding leads were not on site during the day, but were on site later in the 
afternoon.  

The panel found that Ms Ayres had failed to take appropriate action in relation to the 
concern that Pupil B reported that he was going to kill himself during the holidays, in that 
she had interrupted the process whereby the member of staff would hand the information 
to the designated safeguarding lead. The panel considered that, in this instance, Ms 
Ayres did not take the record of concern as a ‘last resort’ as stated by Ms Ayres during 
her oral evidence. The record of concern had been completed during working hours and 
the designated safeguarding leads, if not on the premises at the time the form was 
completed, would have been contactable by telephone and were on the premises later 
that day. This was supported by Ms Ayres assertion that she had phoned through the 
information to the designated safeguarding leads. The panel did not have sight of any 
evidence which suggested that the designated safeguarding leads were not contactable.  

The panel therefore, found this allegation proved.   

d. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil C had witnessed his parents 
smoking drugs/cocaine; 

The panel had sight of a record of concern in the bundle. This record of concern noted 
that the pupil had said one of their parents smoked ‘cocaine and weed’.  

The panel noted that this record of concern was completed at 2:15pm on 24 July 2018. 
The panel heard during oral evidence that this was the last day of term. However, the 
form was therefore completed during operational hours and, for the reasons as outlined 
in allegation 1c above, the panel considered that the designated safeguarding leads 
would have been contactable by the member of staff who completed the record of 
concern. Ms Ayres had failed to take appropriate action in that she interrupted the 
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process whereby the member of staff, with detailed knowledge of the incident, would 
pass the information to the designated safeguarding lead.  

This allegation was therefore, found proved.  

e. in relation to concern(s) about Pupil D being anxious and upset at 
going home; 

The panel had sight of a record of concern in the bundle. This record of concern noted 
that the pupil had heard the word ‘taxi’ and became aggressive.  

The panel noted that this record of concern was completed at 2:03pm on 24 July 2018. 
For the reasons as outlined in relation to allegation 1c above, the panel considered that 
the designated safeguarding leads would have been contactable and that the appropriate 
action to be taken was for the member of staff to provide the information to a designated 
safeguarding lead themselves. Ms Ayres had failed to take appropriate action in 
accepting responsibility to pass on the information to the designated safeguarding lead.  

This allegation was therefore, found proved.  

 

The panel found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proved, for 
these reasons: 

1. With respect to one or more safeguarding disclosures and/or concerns 
raised in or around July 2018 concerning one or more pupils, you failed to 
take appropriate action and/or ensure appropriate action was taken, 
specifically; 

b. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil A was displaying concerning 
behaviours linked to sexual abuse;  

No evidence was presented in respect of this allegation. The panel was not presented 
with any records of concerns or significant incident forms which related to Pupil A 
displaying concerning behaviours linked to sexual abuse. Ms Ayres accepted that a 
concern had been raised with her in relation to Pupil A, but there was no evidence to 
show that Ms Ayres had failed to pass on or otherwise take action in relation to this 
concern.  

This allegation was not proved. 

f. in relation to concern(s) that Pupil E had a long history of exposure to 
domestic abuse; 

The panel had sight of a number of record of concerns and significant incident forms 
relating to Pupil E. However, the panel noted that none of the forms completed in July 
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2018 related to an issue which raised a concern that Pupil E had a long history of 
exposure to domestic violence. The panel also noted that one of the record of concerns 
completed in July 2018 was completed by Ms Ayres and it is noted that the social worker 
is aware of the concern.  

The panel had sight of record of concerns completed in September and October 2018, 
which do not form part of the allegations. However, the panel noted that these record of 
concerns had been actioned. The panel also had sight of a chronology from July 2018, 
which showed that a child in need meeting had taken place.  

This allegation was not proved. 

g. in relation to concern(s) Pupil F sustaining a head injury [sic]; 

The panel had sight of a significant incident form in the bundle, relating to Pupil F 
‘bumping his head when being restrained’, dated 12 July 2018. 

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness A that Ms Ayres was the appropriate person 
to deal with significant incident forms. In her oral evidence, Ms Ayres stated that she had 
not been aware of this and she had not received training on the Engage Trust 
safeguarding procedures in July 2018.  

The panel noted that the Engage Trust policy for safeguarding and child protection, albeit 
dated August 2018, did not provide clarity as to the process for dealing with significant 
incident forms specifically. 

The panel found that the process was unclear and there was insufficient evidence to 
show that Ms Ayres had not acted appropriately in relation to processing significant 
incident forms.  

This allegation was not proved.  

h. in relation to concern(s) Pupil G in relation to fighting with other 
Pupils [sic]; 

The panel had sight of significant incident forms in the bundle, relating to Pupil G fighting 
with other pupils, dated in July 2018.  

For the reasons outlined above in relation to allegation 1g, the panel considered there to 
be insufficient evidence that Ms Ayres had acted inappropriately. The panel noted that 
there was no clarity around the process for dealing with significant incident forms. One of 
the forms, dated 12 July 2018, noted that the pupil’s parents had been phoned and 
informed as an outcome of the incident. No evidence was provided as to what further 
action Ms Ayres would have been expected to take in the circumstances.  

This allegation was not proved.  
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i. in relation to concern(s) Pupil H banging their head on a cabinet [sic]; 

The panel had sight of a significant incident form in the bundle, relating to Pupil H 
banging their head on a filing cabinet, dated 23 July 2018. 

For the reasons outlined above in relation to allegation 1g, the panel considered there to 
be insufficient evidence that Ms Ayres had acted inappropriately. The panel noted that 
there was no clarity around the process for dealing with significant incident forms. No 
evidence was provided as to what further action Ms Ayres would have been expected to 
take in the circumstances.  

This allegation was not proved.  

j. in relation to concern(s) Pupil I assaulting a member of staff [sic]. 

The panel had sight of significant incident forms in the bundle, relating to Pupil I 
assaulting a member of staff, dated in July 2018.  

For the reasons outlined above in relation to allegation 1g, the panel considered there to 
be insufficient evidence that Ms Ayres had acted inappropriately. The panel noted that 
there was no clarity around the process for dealing with significant incident forms. No 
evidence was provided as to what further action Ms Ayres would have been expected to 
take in the circumstances.  

This allegation was not proved.  

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

Having found a number of the allegations proved, the panel went on to consider whether 
the facts of those proved allegations amounted to unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, 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 Ms Ayres, in relation to the facts found 
proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that, by 
reference to Part 2, Ms Ayres was in breach of the following standards:  

Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of ethics 
and behaviour, within and outside school, by 

o 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. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Ms Ayres amounted to misconduct of a 
serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

The panel considered that Ms Ayres’ had interfered with the safeguarding process. 
Although this process was a new process, given it was a new school, each member of 
staff had a responsibility to report concerns directly to designated safeguarding leads. In 
taking on this responsibility, and in not having full access to the facts of each incident, Ms 
Ayres prevented all of the information being passed to designated safeguarding leads 
without delay. This was not a one off incident, but happened on a number of occasions 
throughout July 2018. The panel did not consider that Ms Ayres was hiding information 
and understood that her intention behind taking on the responsibility was to support other 
members of staff. Nevertheless, the panel considered this to be an inappropriate action 
when designated safeguarding leads were available. 

Although the Engage Trust policy for safeguarding and child protection stated that, in the 
absence of a designated safeguarding lead or the alternate designated person, the 
matter should be brought to the attention of the most senior member of staff, the panel 
found that designated safeguarding leads would have been available, albeit may not 
have been on site. The records of concern were completed during the School’s working 
day. The School had three designated safeguarding leads and the panel heard how the 
offices of the Engage Trust were located close to the School.  

The panel also considered whether Ms Ayres’ conduct displayed behaviours associated 
with any of the offences listed on pages 10 and 11 of the Advice. 

The panel found that none of these offences was relevant. 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. 

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Ms Ayres was guilty of unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

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 
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public perception. The panel accepted from the evidence it heard that the circumstances 
staff faced at the School were challenging, staff members were working in a 
disorganised, stressful environment and that there was confusion amongst staff in July 
2018 as to the processes for dealing with safeguarding procedures. The panel accepted 
that Ms Ayres had acted with good intentions and that the School did not have robust 
safeguarding procedures in place during July 2018. However, in accepting responsibility 
for the record of concerns, Ms Ayres had potentially prevented all of the relevant 
safeguarding information from being passed to designated safeguarding leads, in a 
timely and appropriate way.  

The panel therefore found that Ms Ayres’ actions constituted conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute. 

Having found the facts of particulars 1a and 1c to 1e proved, the panel further found that 
Ms Ayres’ 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. 

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 and declaring 
and upholding proper standards of conduct. The panel also found the interest of retaining 
the teacher in the profession to be relevant. 

In the light of the panel’s findings against Ms Ayres, which involved taking inappropriate 
action in relation to safeguarding concerns raised, in that Ms Ayres had interrupted the 
process of members of staff reporting concerns directly to designated safeguarding 
leads, there was a strong public interest consideration in respect of the protection of 
pupils, given the potential harm to the pupils. The panel heard that no actual harm was 
caused to pupils.  
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Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 
weakened if conduct such as that found against Ms Ayres were not treated with the 
utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

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 Ms 
Ayres was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

The panel decided that there was a strong public interest consideration in retaining the 
teacher in the profession, since no doubt had been cast upon her abilities as an educator 
and she 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 Ms Ayres.  

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 Ms 
Ayres. 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; 

• misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils. 

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. 
Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be appropriate or 
proportionate. 

The panel considered that the well-being of pupils was not at continuing risk. Ms Ayres 
had reflected on her practice and gained further knowledge and insight into safeguarding 
procedures. The panel considered that Ms Ayres was working in a stressful environment 
and, in July 2018, had not received adequate training on the School’s safeguarding 
procedures.  

Ms Ayres’ actions were deliberate but she had acted with good intentions. She had acted 
to try and support members of staff at the School.  

Ms Ayres had a previously good record, as demonstrated by the character references in 
the bundle.  

Ms Ayres did have a previously good history and the panel accepted that the incident 
was not part of a continuous pattern over a long period of time.  
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The panel had sight of a number of character references in the bundle, which were 
overwhelmingly supportive of Ms Ayres. In a witness statement from a former colleague 
and line manager, with a number of years’ experience as a senior leader working with 
children with social, emotional and mental health issues, it is stated that Ms Ayres was a 
‘skilled and outstanding teacher who has an affinity with children and young people she 
works with providing an innovating and engaging teacher’. It is further stated that she is a 
‘reflective practitioner who critically analyses her practice in an open and honest manner’ 
and that she ‘ensured that the wishes, feelings and views of pupils in her care were 
paramount’. The former line manager also stated that “she always ensured that any 
safeguarding concerns were shared with a DSL and followed any guidance and 
instructions implicitly”.  

Character references also noted that Ms Ayres was an ‘honest and trustworthy person’ 
and would always prioritise the needs and safety of pupils. Former colleagues noted that 
they did not have any concerns, when working together, regarding Ms Ayres’ handling of 
safeguarding concerns.  

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. Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour were at the 
less serious end of the possible spectrum and, having considered the mitigating factors 
that were present, the panel determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order 
would not be appropriate in this case. 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. In this case, the panel has also found some of the 
allegations not proven. I have therefore put those matters entirely from my mind. 
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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 Ms Ayres is in breach of the following standards:  

Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of ethics 
and behaviour, within and outside school, by 

o 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 was also, “satisfied that the conduct of Ms Ayres amounted to misconduct of a 
serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.” 

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 Ms Ayres and the impact that will have on 
her, 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, “considered that Ms Ayres’ had interfered with the safeguarding 
process. Although this process was a new process, given it was a new school, each 
member of staff had a responsibility to report concerns directly to designated 
safeguarding leads. In taking on this responsibility, and in not having full access to the 
facts of each incident, Ms Ayres prevented all of the information being passed to 
designated safeguarding leads without delay.”  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, “The panel considered that the well-being of pupils was not at 
continuing risk. Ms Ayres had reflected on her practice and gained further knowledge and 
insight into safeguarding procedures.”  
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I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 
confidence in the profession.  The panel observe, “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.”   

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 
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 Ms Ayres The panel comment 
,on references seen that state, “ Ms Ayres was an ‘honest and trustworthy person’ and 
would always prioritise the needs and safety of pupils. Former colleagues noted that they 
did not have any concerns, when working together, regarding Ms Ayres’ handling of 
safeguarding concerns.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Ms Ayres from teaching and would also clearly deprive 
the public of her 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, “the nature and 
severity of the behaviour were at the less serious end of the possible spectrum and, 
having considered the mitigating factors that were present, the panel determined that a 
recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this case.” 

In my view, a published decision, does satisfy the public interest requirement concerning 
public confidence in the profession.   

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 19 November 2021 

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