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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Matthew Stendall 

Teacher ref number:  

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL case reference: 12323 

Date of determination: 7 July 2015 

Former employer: Colonel Frank Seely School, Calverton 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 6 July 2015 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Matthew Stendall. 

The panel members were Mr Brian Hawkins, (teacher panellist – in the chair), Ms Alison 

Walsh (teacher panellist) and Ms Sharon Gimson (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Peter Shervington of Eversheds LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Christopher Geering of Counsel. 

Mr Stendall was in attendance and was represented by Mr Brown, a union 

representative.  

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 27 April 

2015. 

It was alleged that that Mr Stendall was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that, whilst employed as 
Head of ICT at Colonel Frank Seely School, Calverton, (“the School”) between November 
2012 and July 2014:  

1. He provided snapshot and/or predicted examination grades in relation to ICT 
pupils to the School and/or parents on one or more of the following occasions: 

a. In or around November 2012, 

b. In or around March 2013, 

c. In or around May 2013, 

d. In or around September 2013, 

e. In or around October 2013, 

f.   In or around December 2013, 

g. In or around February 2014, 

h. In or around March 2014, 

i.   In or around April 2014, 

2. His prediction(s) as set out at 1 a – i above did not accurately reflect the 
progress and / or likely examination results for ICT pupils; 

3. He did not raise any concerns about the accuracy of his snapshots / predictions 
at any stage; 

4. His prediction(s) at 1 a and/or b and/or c and/or d and/or e and/or f and/or e 
and/or f and/or g and/or h and / or i above were dishonest in that he knew at the 
point he made the prediction in question that it did not accurately reflect the 
progress and / or likely examination results for ICT pupils; 

5. His actions at 3 above were dishonest in that he knew he should inform the 
School that his prediction(s) were inaccurate but he deliberately failed to do so; 

6. His actions as set out at 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 above: 

a. damaged pupils’ examination grades, 

b. damaged the school’s reputation, 

c. prevented the School from taking remedial action to improve the affected 
pupils’ achievements; 

7. He failed to maintain a database monitoring the grades and / or progress of 
pupils he was directly teaching; 
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8. On one or more occasion(s) he failed to submit estimated coursework marks to 
the Examination Board when requested / required to do so; 

9. On or around 15 May 2015 he submitted coursework grades and / or predicted 
grades directly onto the Interchange website by himself; 

10. His actions as set out at 7 and / or 8 and / or 9 above were dishonest in that he 
was intending to prevent or delay the discovery that his predictions had been 
inaccurate; 

11. His actions in 9 above were further dishonest in that he knew that he was not 
permitted to enter results in this way and / or by himself. 

 
Mr Brown confirmed at the outset of the hearing that his client admitted the facts of 

allegation 9. Initially Mr Stendall’s representative stated that in relation to allegation 1, it 

was admitted that snapshot and/or predicted examination grades were provided by Mr 

Stendall to the School and/or parents on or around some of the dates listed at a-i. Save 

to this extent, all the allegations were denied. During questioning, however, Mr Stendall 

admitted the facts of allegation 1 in their entirety.  

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel considered an application from the Presenting Officer to amend allegation 9 to 

correct an error and confirm that the date on which the event was alleged to have 

occurred was 15 May 2014, not 15 May 2015 as set out in the allegations. Mr Brown 

confirmed that there were no objections to this being amended. Following legal advice 

the panel directed that the allegation should be amended accordingly.  

A subsequent application was made by Mr Stendall to remove allegations 8, 9, 11 and 

the words ‘and/or 8 and/or 9’ from allegation 10. The panel considered this application 

and, following legal advice, concluded that it was in the interests of justice and fairness 

for the application to be granted. These elements were therefore removed from the 

allegations.  

D. 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: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 4-10 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 12-28 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 30-123 
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Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 124-134 

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

hearing. 

In addition, Mr Stendall made an application for three references to be admitted at the 

stage where the panel were considering their recommendation to the Secretary of State. 

There was no objection to this application from the Presenting Officer. The panel directed 

that they be added to the bundle at pages 135-138. The panel proceeded to read the 

references before considering its recommendation.  

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the Presenting 

Officer: 

 Witness A, retired headteacher 

 Witness B, deputy headteacher 

 Witness C, examinations officer 

 Witness D, teacher 

The panel also heard oral evidence from Mr Stendall himself.  

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the hearing.  

Mr Stendall was employed at the school as head of ICT. It was alleged that he had 

provided inaccurate snapshots and/or predicted examination grades in relation to ICT 

pupils on several occasions between November 2012 and April 2014. It was alleged that 

he had failed to raise concerns about their accuracy and further that he knew at the point 

that the predictions were made that they did not accurately reflect the progress and/or 

likely examination results for ICT pupils. It was said that these actions damaged pupils’ 

examination grades, damaged the school’s reputation and prevented the School from 

taking remedial action to improve the affected pupils’ achievements. Mr Stendall was also 

said to have failed to maintain a database monitoring the grades and/or progress of 

pupils he was teaching. His actions were said to have been dishonest.  
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Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows. We set out our findings in relation to each part of the 

allegation in turn: 

Whilst employed as Head of ICT at Colonel Frank Seely School, Calverton, (“the 
School”) between November 2012 and July 2014:  

1. You provided snapshot and/or predicted examination grades in relation to 
ICT pupils to the School and/or parents on one or more of the following 
occasions: 

a. In or around November 2012, 

b. In or around March 2013, 

c. In or around May 2013, 

d. In or around September 2013, 

e. In or around October 2013, 

f. In or around December 2013, 

g. In or around February 2014, 

h. In or around March 2014, 

i. In or around April 2014,  

Mr Stendall, in his oral evidence, clarified that the facts of this allegation were 

admitted. He explained that some of the predictions were made by himself, and 

accepted that, whilst others came from colleagues, the predictions were ultimately 

submitted by him.  

Further evidence to support this allegation is found in various documents in the 

bundle. A table at page 50 details predictions in November 2012, March 2013, May 

2013, October 2013, December 2013 and February 2014. There are also 

documents at page 61-64, evidencing predictions made to parents in December and 

March. A quality assurance meeting evidenced at page 60, dated ‘March/April 

2014’, refers to most students being ‘on course to achieve their target grades’.  

Evidence of a prediction in September 2013 is found in Witness A statement and 

also in a document at page 51.  

The panel is satisfied, having considered the evidence, that the entirety of allegation 

1 has been proved on the balance of probabilities.  

2. Your prediction(s) as set out at 1 a – i above did not accurately reflect the 
progress and / or likely examination results for ICT pupils; 

Mr Stendall, in his oral evidence, accepted that predictions given throughout the 

course had been inaccurate. Asked why inaccurate predictions were given, Mr 

Stendall said that he felt pressurised by senior staff. At paragraph 11 of his 
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statement at page 127, Mr Stendall states ‘I carried on telling the school what they 

wanted to hear’. In oral evidence he confirmed that the snapshots he gave were not 

a true picture, but stated that he did not feel supported enough to tell the truth. Mr 

Stendall was specifically asked about assurances given in March 2014, at page 60, 

that ‘most students are doing well and are on course to achieve their target grades’. 

Mr Stendall said that he felt pressurised such that he had to say that students were 

on track when they clearly were not. 

The panel has no reason to doubt Mr Stendall’s suggestion that he felt under a 

great deal of pressure against a backdrop where targets had been set by senior 

management at what he considered an unrealistically high level, and where he felt 

as if senior management were not listening to what he was saying. Indeed, it is 

prepared to believe that he may have been ‘acting out of character’, as he has 

suggested. Whatever the circumstances, however, the fact remains that, by his own 

admission, he repeatedly provided inaccurate predictions as to likely course 

outcomes.  

The panel is therefore satisfied on the balance of probabilities that allegation 2 is 

proved.   

3. You did not raise any concerns about the accuracy of your snapshots / 
predictions at any stage; 

The evidence of the headteacher and deputy headteacher at the relevant time was 

that no concerns about the accuracy of the snapshots/predictions were raised by Mr 

Stendall at any stage. The panel has heard no evidence to contradict this. Mr 

Stendall explained to the panel in his oral evidence that he felt under pressure to tell 

the school what it wanted to hear.  

The panel notes the document at page 51, in which Mr Stendall suggests that the 

targets set were ‘very realistic’. At page 60 a document from a quality assurance 

meeting states ‘most students are doing well and are on course to achieve their 

target grades’. Mr Stendall told the panel in his oral evidence that he raised 

concerns about the target set by the senior leadership team. However, he was not 

able to recall any specific conversations and no mention of these matters is made in 

his statement. In any event, even if he had raised concerns about the targets, there 

is nothing to suggest that he communicated at any stage that his 

snapshots/prediction were inaccurate.   

The panel is satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that Mr Stendall did not raise 

any concerns about the accuracy of his snapshots/predictions. This allegation is 

therefore proved.  
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4. Your prediction(s) at 1 a and/or b and/or c and/or d and/or e and/or f and/or 
g and/or h and / or i above were dishonest in that you knew at the point 
you made the prediction in question that it did not accurately reflect the 
progress and / or likely examination results for ICT pupils; 

It was suggested by Mr Stendall that, at least at certain points in time, he had hoped 

that improvements would have been made in the pupils’ performance which would 

have enabled their grades to rise. Whether or not this was a realistic expectation, it 

is clear from the evidence both (i) that the predictions made by Mr Stendall did not 

at any stage accurately reflect the progress made by the students, and (ii) that Mr 

Stendall knew the information given was inaccurate at least in the academic year 

2013-14.   

Mr Stendall explained his actions on the basis that he was under a great deal of 

stress and pressure, and felt that he had no option but to tell senior staff what they 

wanted to hear. Whilst it has considered this explanation carefully, and does not 

doubt that it reflects Mr Stendall’s feelings at the time, the panel is satisfied on the 

balance of probabilities that Mr Stendall was nevertheless acting dishonestly. Even 

if the actions were driven by extreme pressure and a feeling that he had to tell 

senior staff what they wanted to hear, a reasonable teacher, and indeed any 

reasonable person, would appreciate that communicating predictions known not to 

reflect the true state of affairs was an act of dishonesty.  

The comments in his statement at paragraph 11 on page 127 that ‘I was so worried 

that if I were to let senior leaders know about the difference between predicted 

grades and final outcomes I would be put straight onto capability’ and ‘I carried on 

telling the school what I thought they wanted to hear’ suggest that Mr Stendall 

understood that he was lying to management. His attempt to justify his actions on 

the grounds of fear for personal consequences only serves to underline that he 

appreciated his actions were dishonest. Considering the range of evidence before it, 

the panel concludes that Mr Stendall himself appreciated that any reasonable 

person would understand his actions to be dishonest. 

The facts having been established, and both limbs of the dishonesty test satisfied, 

this allegation is therefore found proved on the balance of probabilities.  

5. Your actions at 3 above were dishonest in that you knew you should 
inform the School that your prediction(s) were inaccurate but you 
deliberately failed to do so; 

The panel has already established that Mr Stendall was aware of a disparity 

between the predictions given and the actual position. It has also been established 

that Mr Stendall failed to raise concerns about the accuracy of his snapshots and 

predictions at any stage. Mr Stendall seeks to justify this failure on the basis of 

pressure that he was under from the senior leadership team. He states (paragraph 

21 of his statement at page 129) that ‘I didn’t feel as though the school would listen 

sympathetically to any concerns I had as the culture within the school had become 
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one of not being listened to’. At paragraph 11 of his statement he states ‘I was so 

worried that if I were to let senior leaders know about the difference between 

predicted grades and final outcomes I would be put straight onto capability’.  

The panel is satisfied that Mr Stendall knew he should raise concerns. He chose not 

to. Whilst it notes the reasons given for this, the panel is satisfied that in failing to 

highlight the inaccuracy of the predictions and/or snapshots, Mr Stendall acted in a 

manner which any ordinary teacher, and indeed any reasonable person, would 

consider dishonest. The panel is also satisfied that he appreciated this to be the 

case.  

Allegation 5 is therefore proved on the balance of probabilities.  

6. Your actions as set out at 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 above: 

a. damaged pupils’ examination grades, 

b. damaged the school’s reputation, 

c. prevented the School from taking remedial action to improve the 
affected pupils’ achievements; 

The panel has seen no clear evidence to demonstrate that Mr Stendall’s actions 

damaged pupils’ examination grades. The final grading of individuals was based on 

assessments undertaken throughout the course, and may have been affected by a 

host of factors. No material has been put forward to demonstrate that Mr Stendall’s 

predictions had a substantive effect in any case.  The NCTL has produced no 

evidence of a causal link. As such, the panel finds allegation 6(a) not proved.   

In relation to allegation 6(b), although some witnesses have suggested that Mr 

Stendall’s actions had the effect of damaging the School’s reputation (see for 

example the evidence of Witness A at page 16), the panel has seen no clear 

evidence that there has in fact been any lessening in the school’s standing and 

reputation, let alone any that can be attributed specifically to Mr Stendall. Allegation 

6(b) is therefore found not proved. 

In relation to allegation 6(c), in his oral evidence Witness B explained that there 

were workshops and other measures put in place where children’s results were 

lagging, and that opportunities to implement such measures were lost as a result of 

Mr Stendall’s predictions.  

Mr Stendall confirmed that additional measures could have been taken to improve 

the position had the true state of students’ progress been conveyed. He accepted 

that further intervention may have made some difference. This was corroborated by 

notes at page 67-76 which list possible interventions that might improve the position 

in relation to various pupils. The panel consider that a true picture of the likely 

outcomes could have led to a much wider level of intervention.  

The panel is satisfied opportunities to improve student performance were lost by Mr 
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Stendall’s failure to disclose the true position.  

Allegation 6(c) is therefore proved on the balance of probabilities.  

7. You failed to maintain a database monitoring the grades and / or progress 
of pupils you were directly teaching; 

Witness A, in her oral evidence, stated that Mr Stendall was asked to produce a 

database recording the achievements of each child. Witness A could not recall 

when this request was made, but thought it might have been September 2013. The 

panel notes that a ‘health check’ in December 2013 (page 54) flags the need for an 

‘effective tracking system’ as a ‘short term next step’. Witness A said that, when 

later asked to show her the database, Mr Stendall provided a database which was 

incomplete and in which the only information came from his colleague Witness D 

groups. There was no information in the database from the groups Mr Stendall had 

taught.  

Mr Stendall said that he was asked to set up ‘some sort of departmental database’. 

He stated that he did so. Mr Stendall accepted that the database contained grades 

only from Witness D classes. Mr Stendall said that he had kept his own separate 

database including his own results, but that he did not inform Witness A because he 

was not asked about it.  

The panel is satisfied, having considered the evidence carefully, that Mr Stendall 

had been asked to maintain a database monitoring grades and/or progress of pupils 

he was teaching. The panel is not convinced by Mr Stendall’s assertion in oral 

evidence that he had created a database covering his classes. Had such a 

document existed it appears most likely to the panel that Mr Stendall would have 

produced it in discussions with Witness A. He did not, and nor has he produced it in 

these proceedings. The panel considers the absence of any reference to this 

document in Mr Stendall’s witness statement significant.  

The panel finds this allegation proved on the balance of probabilities.  

10. Your actions as set out at 7 above were dishonest in that you were 
intending to prevent or delay the discovery that your predictions had been 
inaccurate; 

Whilst there has been speculation as to possible motives, the panel has been 

provided with no clear evidence to identify Mr Stendall’s actions as having been 

intended to prevent or delay the discovery that his predictions were inaccurate. The 

panel considers it just as probable that Mr Stendall simply did not get round to it.  

This allegation is therefore not proved.  

 



 

12 

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

Having found a number of the allegations to have been proved, the panel has gone on to 

consider whether the facts of those allegations proved amount to unacceptable 

professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel has considered whether Mr Stendall’s conduct displayed behaviours 

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

found that none of these offences are relevant. 

The panel is nevertheless satisfied that the conduct of Mr Stendall, in relation to the facts 

found proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that 

by reference to Part Two, Mr Stendall is in breach of the following standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour 

 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 is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Stendall fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession. Trustworthiness and honesty are essential 

characteristics for any professional and prerequisites for anyone wishing to teach. The 

need for such qualities is particularly important when it comes to reporting the 

performance of students. Mr Stendall was concerned about the consequences for him if 

he revealed the true position. The panel understands this. It may not always be easy for 

a teacher to speak the truth. There may be negative consequences for the teacher 

personally, whether or not those consequences are justified. It is nevertheless morally 

incumbent on a teacher, as a professional person, to be honest and truthful at all times.   

The standing of the teaching profession as a whole would be undermined were any 

lesser standard accepted.  

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and 

considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the 

community. The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 

hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in the 

way they behave. The panel is concerned that Mr Stendall’s conduct in withholding the 

true state of pupils’ anticipated attainment for fear of the possible consequences for 

himself is a sufficiently serious matter that it risks bringing the profession into disrepute. 
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In view of the above, the panel concludes that Mr Stendall’s dishonest conduct amounts 

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/conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute, it is necessary for the panel to go on to consider 

whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a prohibition order by the 

Secretary of State. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so. Prohibition orders should not be 

given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although they 

are likely to have a punitive effect.   

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

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

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

upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Stendall, which involved dishonest provision of 

predicted course grades known to be inaccurate, there is a public interest consideration 

in ensuring public confidence in the honesty and integrity of teachers, particularly as 

regards the expected performance of pupils. The panel considered that a public interest 

consideration in declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession was also present 

as the conduct of Mr Stendall was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel 

considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition 

order taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Stendall.   

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

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Stendall. 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, the panel considers the only item of substantive relevance to be a 

serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ 

Standards. The panel considers that such a departure occurred in this case. The 

upholding of public trust in the profession and maintenance of high standards of ethics 

and behaviour implicitly depend upon teachers being honest and truthful in all their 

dealings with others. Dishonesty is incompatible with the policies and ethos of any 

school.  Nevertheless, whilst there was dishonesty shown in this case, the panel does not 
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consider this to be a case of repeated dishonest behaviour, as all the allegations related 

to the same set of circumstances. Whilst Mr Stendall was motivated by a desire to protect 

his position, the panel does not consider that this was a case where the dishonest act 

was in pursuit of a personal gain. Further, it has not been proved that Mr Stendall’s 

behaviour had serious consequences in this case. 

Whilst certain of Mr Stendall’s behaviours might point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, the panel nevertheless went on to consider whether or not there were 

sufficient mitigating factors to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate 

and proportionate measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature and 

severity of the behaviour in this case.  

In this case, whilst his actions were deliberate, it is clear that Mr Stendall felt himself to be 

under duress. In both his written and oral evidence Mr Stendall gave a clear and 

consistent account of feeling overwhelming pressure from senior management to meet 

what he regarded as unrealistically high targets, against a backdrop which he described 

as a ‘climate of fear’ (see for example paragraph 11 of his statement at page 127). This 

characterisation of the atmosphere was supported by the evidence of other staff including 

Witness D, who in his oral evidence described a “poisonous atmosphere”. 

The panel accepts that the episode appears to have been out of character. The panel 

has had regard to Mr Stendall’s previously good record at the school, including a series 

of impressive exam results by earlier cohorts of students. The panel has also seen 

several positive references. Indiviual A, a colleague at the School, described him (page 

135) as ‘a committed and professional teacher who worked exceptionally hard’ and ‘a 

confident, focused and passionate member of staff’. The headteacher and deputy 

headteacher of the school at which he currently works have also provided a reference. 

They describe him as ‘organised, calm and hard working’, noting his ability to assist 

pupils in areas ‘in which none of our current staff felt they had the depth of knowledge to 

teach’ and identifying him as having ‘developed a style which has enabled him to teach 

across all Key stages of the school’. Given the range of evidence as to Mr Stendall’s 

capabilities as a teacher, the panel considers that there is a public interest in retaining his 

position as a teacher.  

Considering all the relevant factors, the panel is not of the view that prohibition is a 

proportionate and appropriate response in this case. The panel considers that its finding 

of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute satisfies the public interest requirement in declaring and upholding proper 

standards and maintaining public confidence in the profession. Given that the nature and 

severity of the behaviour is at the less serious end of the possible spectrum, and in light 

of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, the panel has determined that it 

would not be appropriate to recommend a prohibition order. 
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Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to the findings and recommendations of the panel 

in this case. 

The panel has found a range of allegations proven and has determined that those facts 

amount to both unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

The proven facts relate to the time when Mr Stendall was employed as head of ICT. He 

provided inaccurate snapshots and predicted examination grades in relation to ICT pupils 

on several occasions. He also failed to maintain a database monitoring the grades and/or 

progress of pupils he was teaching. His actions were judged to have been dishonest.  

In considering whether to recommend prohibition as an appropriate and proportionate 

sanction the panel has properly balanced the interests of the teacher with those of the 

public. It has found the following public interest considerations to be relevant in this case: 

 Declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession; and 

 Maintaining public confidence in the profession. 

Whilst the panel has noted that dishonesty was evident in this case, they do not consider 

it to be a case of repeated dishonesty. Nor do they consider his dishonesty to be in 

pursuit of personal gain. Whilst his actions were deliberate it is clear that Mr Stendall felt 

that he was acting under duress. The panel has taken into account his previous good 

record in terms of both performance and commitment. 

In all the circumstances I agree with the panel’s recommendation that a finding of 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute is of itself an appropriate sanction. It would not be proportionate for a 

prohibition order to be imposed in this case.  

 

Decision maker: Paul Heathcote  

Date:  9 July 2015 

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

State. 


